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With this publication we want to summarize Kurt Gossweiler's texts, which appeared 
scattered in various magazines, especially in the offensive and the KPD series of 
publications, and some also in the KAZ. 


At first, the material at hand seemed like a huge, unstructured mountain. 

That is why we have arranged the analyses, articles, presentations and speeches, 
reviews, replies and letters thematically and/or form and compiled them according to 
this order and divided them into three volumes. 


Sometimes overlaps in the content of the texts could not be avoided. 


However, we do not consider them boring or superfluous, since Kurt Gossweiler always 
shows new aspects, interactions, international conditions, consequences for the 
communist movement and perspectives, even on similar topics. 


The notes, which mainly contain sources, can be found at the end of the respective text. 


As already indicated, the entire publication is in three volumes. 


The second volume will contain Kurt Gossweiler's analyzes of various historical events, 
the third volume will contain letters, reviews and replicas, speeches, analyzes of the 
DKP and obituaries written by Kurt. At the end of this first volume you will find the - 
provisional - tables of contents for the second and third 

band. The scope of these two volumes will each be of a similar order of magnitude to 
that of this first volume. 


We hope to release the second volume in mid/late August and the third volume in late 
September/early October 2017. 


The entire undertaking will require around 15,000 euros in advance. That's why we ask 
you for donations. 


Donation account: Frank Flegel account at Sparkasse Hannover, 
IBAN: DE10 2505 0180 0021 8272 49, BIC: SPKHDE2Hxxx, 
Password: Kurt Gossweiler 


For the editors: editorial team aggressively 
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Torsten Schowitz: For peace and socialism 


After the counter-revolution in the German Democratic Republic, the annexation 
and destruction of the GDR and the elimination of the Socialist Unity Party of 
Germany as a party of the working class, it is a duty for every communist in 
Germany, on the basis of the scientific worldview, Marxism-Leninism, to... To 
defend the principles of the communist movement and to answer the question of 
how this worldwide devastating defeat of socialism and the communist movement 
could come about. 


Together with all the progressive forces of the working class, the Communist Party 


of Germany, which was re-founded in the GDR in January 1990, is committed to 
this task. 


Kurt Gossweiler was always at our side. The KPD published papers on this topic 
several times in their series of publications. What was always impressive was the 
Marxist-Leninist analytical clarity of Kurt Gossweiler's findings for the workers’ 
movement in the area of fascism research and then the study of modern 
revisionism. The following basic programmatic statement of the KPD was 
scientifically substantiated by Kurt Gossweiler in his study of modern revisionism. 


“The Communist Party has a revolutionary past. It stands in the best traditions of 
the revolutionary and Marxist workers' movement, the League of Communists, the 
International Workers’ Association, the early Il. 

International and the Communist International. It is committed to the revolutionary 
and positive role and historical significance of 20th century socialism in the USSR 
and in the socialist part of Europe, i.e. the socialist world system in its entirety. As 
German communists, we defend the German Democratic Republic as the best 
that the revolutionary German working class has produced in its history. 


The Communist Party sees opportunism and revisionism and its main form of 
struggle, anti-Stalinism, as the main cause of the defeat of socialism on a world 
scale. However, it does not forego a critical examination of undesirable 
developments. She gains knowledge for the present by preserving the good and 
learning from mistakes. The task of the Communist Party is to apply Marxism- 
Leninism creatively 
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to further develop and defend against revisionism and “left-wing radicalism.” 


When we communists in the KPD learned of Kurt Gossweiler's death, we 
considered how, in addition to an obituary, we could honor his life, his scientific 
work and his contribution to Marxist-Leninist ideology. As Marxist-Leninists it 
quickly became clear to us that it must be in the interests of the working class and 
its natural allies. So something that contributes to the clarification of political and 
ideological undesirable developments in the communist movement and to the 
further formation of a strong, unified Communist Party in Germany on the basis of 
Marxism-Leninism. Only with a strong, class-rooted, politically and ideologically 
clear, unified class organization is it possible for the proletariat to overcome 
capitalism and once again take up the fight for the establishment of socialism. 
That's why we decided, with all willing allies of the communist movement in 
Germany, to publish a volume of documents that will serve this goal. 


Because, together with Kurt Gossweiler, we communists remain committed to 
Marx's thesis of the irreconcilability of class differences. Kurt Gossweiler also 
agreed with Berthold Brecht that class differences must be identified. 


“Your house painter can paint it, but he won't paint the crack for us! One stays and 
one has to go, either me or you. And whatever | learn, that remains the basics: | 
never have anything in common with the cause of the class enemy. The word is 
not found that will ever unite us both! The rain flows from top to bottom, and class 
enemies remain class enemies.” 


We will internalize his class-appropriate assessments in his scientific works in our 
further struggle. They will always accompany us. 


Torsten Schéwitz, Chairman of the KPD, June 2017 
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The tasks in the 21st century 


Thoughts at the turn of the century - Christmas 2000 
and New Year 2001 


The media blared for days: Two thousand years ago the star of Bethlehem rose and 
the message was proclaimed: Peace on earth and good will to men! The Star of 


Bethlehem should be a star of blessing and a star of peace. 


But what actually happened to humanity in the two thousand years under the sign of 
this star? Peace? Liked? No: Wars from the Crusades to World War II and nuclear 
war. Conversion of the Gentiles with fire and sword. Enslavement, displacement and 
extermination of peoples in Africa, Asia, America and Australia. Starvation of 30,000 
children every day in the year 2000 after the birth of Christ. Ruthless exploitation of 
people and nature to the point where there is now an acute danger of destroying the 
conditions of existence for all life on earth. 


So this is the result of 2000 years under the sign of the Star of Bethlehem. 


But at the beginning of the 20th century another star rose, the five-pointed red Soviet 
star. His message was: “No hearing being saves us, no God, no emperor or tribune, 
we can only save ourselves from misery!” And: “Proletarians of all countries, unite!” 


Where this Red Star message was lived, in the Soviet Union, a society grew up that 
still bore many of the birthmarks of the old society, but in just three decades achieved 
much of what the preachers of the Star of Bethlehem did promised, but were unable 
to fulfill in two thousand years: The rich, for whom, according to the Christian 
proclamation, there is no place in the kingdom of heaven - a camel would sooner go 
through the eye of a needle than get to heaven - they were deprived of the opportunity 
under the sign of the red star to enrich themselves for longer at the expense of the 
workers: they were freed from their banks, factories and trading offices and these 
were handed over to the general public as property. This meant that human work 
regained its original meaning: it no longer served to enrich those who had property, 
but rather to provide the population with ever better and richer supplies of everything 
necessary for a cultural life free from worries about the next day. 
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Thus, what is still normal today under the sign of the Star of Bethlehem became a 
human past overcome under the sign of the Red Star: unemployment and homelessness 
and homeless people freezing to death in winter, people starving and starving out of 
poverty, wars to conquer foreign sources of raw materials and sales markets and to 
subjugate and exploitation of foreign peoples. 


Under the sign of the Red Star, the peoples of the Soviet Union proved to be the 
decisive force in destroying the armies of German fascism. 


By the time three quarters of the 20th century had passed, the Red Star was already 
shining over a good third of humanity, and the rulers of the other two thirds were already 
justified in fearing that at the end of the century their territory would be nothing more 
than an island in the Red Sea. 


But they had taken precautions. Mindful of the old stratagem of trying to open from 
within fortresses that cannot be stormed, they sought and found helpers for such an 
enterprise, one of whom, after the enterprise had finally achieved success after almost 
four decades, was his Dropped his mask and revealed: “The goal of my life was the 
destruction of communism!” 


But he has not achieved this goal; it cannot be achieved by him or anyone else. It is 
precisely the consequences of the “victory” over the Red Star, the plunge of the peoples 
of the Soviet Union into indescribable misery and the worldwide, ruthless destruction of 
all the basis of life through the ever more insane hunt for ever-increasing profits, which 
are the reason why we can succeed slowly but surely to lead more and more people to 
the realization that they and all of humanity have no other way to survive than to return 
to the message of the Red Star. 


The Gallup polling institute has already registered that 61 percent of those surveyed in 
Russia want “the old days” of Soviet power back. 


Nature and humanity would not survive another 100 years of imperialism's rule. It is in 
this 21st century that humanity must choose between socialism or extinction. 


If humanity does not want to commit suicide, and because it certainly does not want to 
commit suicide, then the 21st century must and will complete what happened in the 20th. 
Century began - the overthrow of the profit economy, the establishment of the USSR, 
the Union of the World Socialist Republic! 


Source: offen-siv, January-February 2001 edition 
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Contributions to the analysis of fascism 


Fascism and anti-fascist struggle - yesterday and 
today 


Interview with comrade Dr. Kurt Gossweiler 


The interview was conducted by Comrade Gertrud Bongaerts, employee of the 
International Department of the Party of Labor in Belgium, on April 15, 2000 in Berlin 


1. Fascism as a new political weapon of the imperialist bourgeoisie 
1 question: 


What are the economic and political prerequisites for the emergence of fascism? 


Gen. G.: 


Fascism is a product of capitalism moving beyond its imperialist stage and capitalist 
society entering the age of imperialist wars and proletarian revolutions. As early as 
1910, when he was still a Marxist theorist, Rudolf Hilferding clearly recognized the new 
needs of the now imperialist bourgeoisie that arose with this transition: "It now appears 
as an ideal to... secure domination over the world... At the same time, strengthen it 
"The increasing power of the workers means capital's desire to further strengthen state 
power as a safeguard against proletarian demands." (1) 


As a result of his studies on imperialism, Lenin formulated: "Democracy corresponds 
to free competition. Political reaction corresponds to monopoly." (2) 


The forerunners of fascist parties emerged before and during the First World War as a 
response to the imperialist bourgeoisie's new striving for reaction and violence as 
stated by Hilferding and Lenin. However, this urge only took on a fascist form after the 
First World War and after the victory of the October Revolution, i.e. only after capitalism 
entered the stage that we - | think still rightly - called the stage of its general crisis . 
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Palmiro Togliatti therefore described the fascist parties as "a bourgeois party of a 
special type... it is, so to speak, a 'new type' party of the bourgeoisie, which corresponds 
to the circumstances of the period of dissolution of capitalism and those of the era of 
proletarian revolutions. 3) 


2nd question: 


What tasks should this new political weapon solve for the monopoly bourgeoisie? 


Gen. G.: 


It was intended to enable the imperialist bourgeoisie to achieve the goals that it was 
no longer able to achieve with the help of the old bourgeois parties: firstly, the 
elimination of the danger of revolution, secondly, the successful realization of its 
maximum expansion goals. 


The danger of revolution should be eliminated primarily through the destruction of the 
workers' movement; What is characteristic of the fascist parties, however, is that they 
accompany the terrorist oppression of the workers' movement with the attempt to use 
pseudo-socialist, pseudo-revolutionary, pseudo-anti-bourgeois phraseology and 
demagogy to detach large sections of the working class from their old organizations 
and to draw them into the right-wing, nationalist camp, to " "nationalize", as it was 
called in the jargon of the Hitler fascists and their monopoly capitalist sponsors. This is 
already expressed in the name of the Nazi Party, which lies in every part of it: “National- 
Socialist German Workers Party”. 


3rd question: 


Is the existence of a large mass movement, such as the Mussolini party in Italy and the 


NSDAP in Germany, an indispensable prerequisite for the establishment of a fascist 
dictatorship? 


Gen. G.: 


No, not at all. Most fascist states of the interwar period and also of the period after the 
Second World War emerged as a result of military actions: think of the Horthy regime 
in Hungary, the Zankoff regime in Bulgaria, the Franco dictatorship in Spain, the 
Pinochet dictatorship in Chile and the colonels’ regime in Greece, to name just the best 


known 
to name. 


As early as 1928, Georgi Dimitrov distinguished two main types of fascist dictatorship. 
He wrote: "The special conditions in the countries 
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Southeastern Europe gives fascism a peculiar character. The peculiarity lies above all 
in the fact that fascism in these countries, in contrast to fascism in Italy, for example, 
does not prevail primarily from below, through a mass movement, as a state form of 
government, but, on the contrary, from above. 


Relying on the usurped state power, the military forces of the bourgeoisie and the 
financial power of banking capital, fascism seeks to penetrate the masses and create 
ideological, political and organizational support among them." (4) 


ll. Why was fascism able to become a mass movement in Germany? 


We still find the best, most comprehensive answer to this question in Georgi Dimitrov 
in his speech at the VIlth World Congress of the Communist International, to which we 
should always return if we want to gain clarity about fascism in the past and present. 


4th question: 


Was German fascism in the form of the Nazi party NSDAP a party of the petty 
bourgeoisie? 


Gen. G.: 


No. The social composition of a party should not be used as a criterion for determining 
which class interests it represents. The bulk of the NSDAP's members and voters 
actually came from the petty bourgeoisie. But from the beginning it was a party of the 
most reactionary forces of the German upper classes, the big bourgeoisie and the 
Junkers, as well as the military caste. | can't prove this in detail here, but | have done 
so in detail in my books. (5) 


The NSDAP was founded by representatives of the Pan-German Association and the 
military. In Wilhelmine Germany, the Pan-German Association represented the interests 


of the most reactionary circles in German heavy industry and represented the most 
expansive war aims of German imperialism. 


It was precisely these circles that were most eager for revenge for the lost war and, as 
a prerequisite for this, had as their goal, on the one hand, the destruction of the German 
workers' movement and, on the other hand, the "nationalization of the workers" through 
the creation of a nationalist "workers' party". Its child, the "German Workers’ Party", 
which shortly later adopted the name "National Socialist German Workers' Party" with 
an addition, originally targeted not the lower middle class but the workers as its target 


group. 
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But the desired and hoped-for influx from the working class did not materialize. Instead 
of taking away the supporters of the two workers' parties - the KPD and the SPD - as 
hoped by its sponsors in the ruling class, it drew over to itself the petty-bourgeois and 
middle-class voters of the old bourgeois parties; These - Hugenberg's German National 
People's Party, the German People's Party - whose most prominent leader was 
Stresemann until his death in 1929 -, the Catholic Center Party and various smaller 
parties, together achieved almost 30 percent of the vote in the last Reichstag elections 
in the Weimar Republic in November 1932 Voters don't even have as many votes as 
the NSDAP - with 33 percent - alone. Four years earlier, in the Reichstag elections of 
1928, the numbers looked like this: The same old bourgeois parties together received 
over 55 percent of the vote, while the NSDAP received a whopping 2.6 percent! The 
votes for the two workers’ parties, however, remained almost constant: in 1928 SPD - 
29.8 and KPD - 10.6 percent; 1932: SPD - 20.4 and KPD - 16.8 percent. 


5. Question: 


Why did big German capital raise the NSDAP? Why did the NSDAP need it if it had not 
succeeded in solving the task of “nationalizing” the workers? 


Gen. G.: 


The desired, but failed, recruitment of a large number of supporters from the working 
class was not an end in itself, but was intended as a means of supplementing the terror 
against the workers' movement to achieve the main domestic political goal - the 
destruction of the workers' movement. None of the other bourgeois parties was as 
suitable for this as the NSDAP, which was not only a party, but a party that also had 
military terror and terror organizations trained by Reichswehr officers in the SA and 

the SS - the storm departments and the protection squadrons civil war troops. 


But it was also more suitable than any other party of the monopoly bourgeoisie to focus 
the German people on its main foreign policy goal, the second grab 

world power, to prepare. | don't have to elaborate any further. The people still remember 
how well the Nazis did. 


6. Question: 


You spoke in your essays about how the principle of legality played a major role in the 
ruling circles' decision to support the NSDAP. What is that supposed to mean? 


Gen. G.: 
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Soon after 1918, the most reactionary, aggressive circles of those in power in Germany made attempts 
to overthrow the Weimar Republic and install an open dictatorship regime. The most famous of these 
attempts was the Kapp Putsch in March 1920. Its failure was deeply etched in the consciousness of the 
most intelligent representatives of the ruling class. Instead of leading to the desired military dictatorship, 
this attempt to overthrow the republic through a military coup had provoked armed resistance from the 
working class, led to the formation of a Red Army in the industrial heart of Germany, the Ruhr area, and 
revolutionized the workforce to a degree that has not been seen since no longer in the days of November 
1918. 


The decisive circles of the German ruling class have learned from this that in the future they should 


exclude the illegal, coup-like route and instead only allow the "legal" route to abolish the Weimar Republic. 


However, this legal route could only consist of achieving a two-thirds majority in parliament to repeal 

the existing constitution. With its unprecedented electoral successes since 1929/30, in the eyes of the 
leading forces of the German monopolies, large landowners and military, the NSDAP gained, in addition 
to all other advantages, the inestimable advantage of being the only party at its disposal that had the 
necessary " "legal" way to liquidate the hated Weimar Republic. 


The two decisive steps towards the realization of the legal murder of the Weimar Republic were, firstly, 
the appointment of Hitler as Reich Chancellor by Reich President Hindenburg on January 30, 1933 and, 
secondly, the approval of all bourgeois parties represented in parliament - except the Social Democratic 
Party - on March 23, 1933 to the so-called "Enabling Act", which gave the Hitler cabinet a free hand to 
enact laws in the future even without the consent of the Reichstag. 


lll. Fascism in power 


7th question: 


Was there an economic inevitability for fascism in Germany or Italy? 


Gen. G.: 


Such an inevitability was e.g. B. postulated by Alfred Sohn-Rethel. (6) But they did not exist either in Italy 
or in Germany when the fascist ones were established 
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Dictatorship. There are no coercive economic laws that decide on the shape of the 
political system of rule instead of the class struggle. 


On January 30, 1933, a political decision was made that was not inevitable. 
Fascism's rise to power could have been brought to failure - just like the Kapp Putsch 
in 1920 - if the anti-fascists had opposed the fascist government in a united defensive 
front, as they did back then. 


8. Question: 


Did the German bourgeoisie have no other way out of the crisis? 
Gen. G.: 


| remember it well: back in 1932, we communists were of the opinion that there was 
only one alternative in Germany: Soviet star or swastika, Soviet Germany or fascism. 
And Dimitroff also formulated at the VII World Congress of the Cl: the victory of fascism 
"expresses the weakness of the bourgeoisie, which ... is no longer capable of 
establishing dictatorship over the masses with the old methods of bourgeois democracy 
and parliamentarism to be maintained." 


This formulation expressed a great overestimation of one's own revolutionary forces 
and an underestimation of the strength of the German bourgeoisie. 

The rulers in Germany soberly assessed the balance of class forces: the global 
economic crisis had already passed its lowest point in the autumn of 1932, so there 
was no fear of further escalation of social conflicts; The Communist Party was 
essentially a party of the unemployed and therefore not even in a position to organize 
a general strike if the trade unions and the SPD did not take part, and the monopoly 
bourgeoisie could be sure that they would not follow a call from the KPD for a general 
strike be sure. 


So she knew that there was no fear of a victorious socialist revolution in Germany. 


What she actually feared was a relapse from the existing presidential dictatorship, in 
which it was no longer the parliament but the Reich President who passed the laws 
with the help of the "emergency" article of the constitution, into a normally functioning 
parliamentary republic with a strengthened left and demanding trade unions and a 
collapsed, weakened NSDAP, was the return of conditions that had to destroy all hopes 
of a renewed military grab for world power. She didn't want to allow this relapse. She 
finally wanted the shackles of the Treaty of Versailles 
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shake it off and be given a free hand for the fight for number one in the redivision of the 


world, for the war of annihilation against the Soviet Union and the robbery of its riches. To 
do this she needed fascism. 


Unfortunately, the forces of the revolution in 1932/33 were not strong enough to overthrow 
German imperialism. 


IV. Why did the anti-fascist forces in Germany not prevent fascism from coming to power? 


9. Question: 


It is often said from the bourgeois side that the German workers allowed themselves to be 
carried away by the Nazis, the German fascists. Is that correct? 


Gen. G.: 


Absolutely: no. It is true that the Nazis made great efforts to penetrate the German working 
class and to win large sections of it to their side. For example, they tried B. corrupting 
unemployed workers by promising them that they would look for work for them if they 
joined the SA; In addition, when they joined the SA, they received the SA uniform and thus 
clothing and footwear free of charge. But they suffered miserably in their efforts to win over 
the mass of workers. This is clear from the results of the Reichstag elections that | 
mentioned earlier. In the Reichstag elections in July 1932, the NSDAP received 13.7 
million votes, all of which they took from the bourgeois parties; At that time it was estimated 
that of these around 14 million, 12 million came from the middle class, the petty bourgeoisie 
and the peasantry and only around 2 million from the working class. As already shown, 

the electorate of the two workers' parties KPD and SPD together remained constant and 
amounted to 13.2 million, namely 8 million SPD and 5.2 million KPD votes. 


Before the last Reichstag elections in the Weimar Republic - which took place on June 6th. 
In November 1932, the Nazis had taken their social demagogy to the extreme. Founded in 
1929/30, the "NSBO", the Nazis' "National Socialist Works Cell Organization", was a 
business-friendly organization that saw its main task as fighting against the KPD, against 
the RGO (Revolutionary Trade Union Opposition) and against the trade unions, and saw 
itself as a strikebreaker. Organization operated. In August 1932, the leadership of the 
NSBO suddenly announced that it would in future pay support to members who took part 
in strikes, and as the Berlin transport workers began 


15 


Machine Translated by Google 


Kurt Gossweiler: How could this happen? part 1 


When the NSBO decided to go on strike against wage reductions in November 1932, 
the NSBO took part in this strike. 


When Hitler was received by Reich President Hindenburg on November 19th, Hitler 
was accused of this, whereupon Hitler apologized with the statement: "The people are 
very bitter. If | had stopped my people from taking part, the strike would have taken 
place , but | would have lost my supporters in the working class". (7) 


But all of this was of no use: the Nazis lost two in the November elections 

million votes and fell back to 11.7 million, the two workers' parties remained at 13.2 
million, but the SPD had lost 700,000 votes, the KPD had won exactly the same 
number of votes. The NSDAP was in a serious crisis, and that was precisely why big 
business was rushing to bring it to power so as not to lose this instrument it had so 
carefully cultivated. None other than the banker Kurt von Schréder, who had played a 
particularly active role in preparing the transfer of power to Hitler, testified before the 
Nuremberg court: "The general aspirations of the men of business were to have a 
strong leader in power in Germany to see... .When the NSDAP suffered its first setback 
on November 6, 1932 and had thus passed its peak, support from the German economy 
became particularly urgent." (8) 


So: it was not the votes of millions of voters, but rather the millionaires who brought 
Hitler's NSDAP, which was already shaken by a crisis, to power. 


10. Question: 


Couldn't the establishment and consolidation of the fascist dictatorship have been 
prevented? 


Gen. G.: 


The German working class had proven - as already mentioned before - in 1920 that it 


can block the path of the fascist counter-revolution if it fights unitedly and unitedly. 
Since the emergence of the fascist danger, the Communist Party has made a 
determined and persistent effort to create a united front of communists and social 
democrats and indeed all anti-fascists against the advance of the Nazi-fascists. 


But these efforts failed due to the social democratic leaders’ stubborn rejection of all 
calls and offers from the KPD. 


11. Question: 
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You can often hear and read that the left-wing, sectarian politics of the KPD were to 
blame for the failure of the united front? 


Gen. G.: 


Yes, that is the age-old, long-refuted social democratic protection lie with which one's 
own guilt is shifted onto the communists, a lie that today is also one of the standard 
accusations of such PDS leaders such as Gysi, Brie and others against the KPD heard. 


The reason given is for the KPD's left-wing mistakes, which were in fact a reaction to 
the pro-imperialist, anti-worker policies of the social democratic leaders from Gustav 
Noske in 1918/19 - ("someone has to be the bloodhound") - to the banning of the First 
World War. May demonstration in 1929 by the Berlin SPD police president Zérgiebel 
and his order to shoot, which resulted in 33 deaths on May 1, 1929. Chief among them 
was the “social fascism” thesis; The policy of Noske and Severing and Zérgiebel, which 
did not shy away from shedding workers' blood, as well as the fact that such leaders of 
fascist regimes as Mussolini in Italy and Pilsudski in Poland emerged from the social 
democracy, formed the basis for the emergence of the theory that Social democracy, 
which had developed into social-imperialism and social-chauvinism during the First 
World War, was now on the way to social fascism and could itself be the sponsor of a 
fascist regime. (9) 


At times, the KPD leadership came to the conclusion that the united front with the 
Social Democrats could and should only come about "from below", with the Social 
Democratic members, but not "from above", through united front agreements with the 
SPD leaders. 


If this thesis can still be explained as a false but understandable and almost unavoidable 
reaction to the anti-worker policies of the SPD leaders, the matter is very different when 
it comes to the serious mistake of the KPD's participation in the German Nationalists 
and the German Nationalists in the summer of 1931 Nazi Party-run referendum with 

the aim of overthrowing the Social Democratic-led Braun-Severing government in 
Prussia. At the beginning of the Nazi campaign, the KPD took a clearly negative stance 
on this referendum. However, through an intrigue, the two members of the KPD 
secretariat, Heinz Neumann and Hermann Remmele, managed to overturn this position 
and push through a resolution to take part in the Nazi referendum. (10) 
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The two had thus provided the SPD leadership with a highly desired pretext for 
rejecting all future united front offers from the KPD to the SPD, as it could now 
justify this rejection to its members by saying that the KPD's offer of a united front 
against the Nazis could not be serious after the KPD recently wanted to overthrow 
the SPD government in Prussia in a united front with the Nazis. 


Despite the SPD leadership's fundamentally anti-united front attitude and also 
despite its own sectarian inhibitions, as expressed in the slogan "United Front only 
from below", the KPD fought tirelessly to create the broadest united front against 
fascism. 


The practical policy of the KPD leadership was guided more by the political 
requirements of the fight against fascism than by such false, doctrinal 
determinations; Both locally and centrally, the KPD repeatedly turned to the 
leadership of the SPD with offers and calls for a joint fight against the advances of 
the reactionary governments and the fascists; The leadership of the KPD made 
such an offer for a joint call for a general strike to the SPD and the trade union 
leadership both on July 20, 1932, when the Papen Reich government deposed 
the Social Democratic-led Braun-Severing government in Prussia in a coup, and 
again on July 30. 

January 1933 against the formation of the Hitler government. The SPD leadership 
backed down both times, on January 30, with the justification that the SPD would 
not be the first "to leave the ground of the constitution." In contrast to their 
leadership, however, many social democratic workers and members of the social 


democratic-led "Reichsbanner" fought together with their communist comrades 
against the attacks by SA gangs. 


How absurd, if not just hypocritical, the accusations against the communists are 
becomes particularly obvious when we ask the question: Why does none of those 
who make these accusations against the KPD come up with the idea of making 
this accusation against the Social Democrats? return? Why don't you accuse them 
of having prevented the united front, since from 1922 onwards, since the Mussolini 
fascists established their dictatorship in Italy, and to this day they have continuously 
equated the communists with the fascists, calling them "red-painted". denigrate 
fascists? Why does none of them come up with the idea of seeing the culprits for 
the thwarting of the united front in Noske, Muller, Zérgiebel and Braun-Severing 

or in the SPD Reichstag MPs who signed Hitler's declaration on foreign policy on 
March 21, 1933 of fascist Germany gave their consent? 
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The truth is: The Communist Party of Germany was the only one that fought tirelessly 
and fully aware that fascism would mean war and the destruction of all the hard-won 
achievements of the German working class and the most cruel terrorist oppression to 
create a united front against fascism. The united front could not come about because 
the anti-communism of the social democratic leaders was and is stronger than their 
anti-fascism. Even after the Communists corrected their sectarian mistakes at the 
Seventh World Congress of the Comintern in 1935 and addressed the united front 
offers without any reservation to the leaders of the Social Democrats, they continued 
to reject them wherever the pressure from below was not strong enough on them . The 
most shameful example of favoring fascism was provided by Leon Blum's French 
Popular Front government with its refusal to support the Spanish Popular Front 
government against Franco under the pretext of "non-intervention". 


12. Question: 


How did the German working class relate to the fascist dictatorship? 


Gen. G.: 


The vast majority of German workers remained clearly hostile to the Nazi dictatorship 
for a long time. This was shown very impressively in the elections for the trust councils 
in the companies that took place in March/April 1934 and in which around 75 percent 
of the workers entitled to vote rejected the Nazi candidates either directly by saying 
"no" on the ballot or by abstaining from voting. (11) 


Even a year later, according to the information published in the Nazi press, it was true! 
- Despite the now much more severe terror, 30 to 40 percent of the workers still directly 
or indirectly opposed the Nazi candidates in the council elections. 12) 


As a result, no more elections for trustees were held in the following years. 


Only gradually did the fascists succeed in neutralizing the majority opposition in the 
working class and ultimately allowing their Nazi ideology to become the dominant 


ideology among broad sections of the working class. 
The main part of this was due, on the one hand, to the reduction and ultimately 
complete elimination of unemployment in 1932, which many had previously not thought 


possible, primarily through rearmament, and, on the other hand, to Hitler from the 
Western powers, which was also not thought possible 
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leaked foreign policy successes, such as the unopposed reintroduction of compulsory 
military service, the occupation of the Rhineland, the naval agreement with England, 
the annexation of Austria, the "peaceful" conquest of the so-called "Sudetenland" 
thanks to the "Munich Agreement" between England and France with Hitler, and 


finally their unopposed acceptance of the destruction and occupation of 
Czechoslovakia by Hitler's Germany. 


In addition, both the one - the elimination of unemployment - and the other - the 
fascist foreign policy - were approved by social democratic politicians, as already 
mentioned, and some even praised them highly. This way, for example, For 
example, the long-time Social Democratic Reichstag President Paul Lébe told a 
representative of the Belgian newspaper "Libre Belgique" that he was "objective 
enough to admit that the new leaders of Germany had tackled problems with great 
impetus that they, the Social Democrats, "If the new government succeeded in 
reinstating six million unemployed people, that would be a heroic act that would 
command my respect." (13) 


Despite the penetration of Nazi ideology into broad layers of the working class, it 
was the class from which the strongest, most consistent and most sacrificial 
resistance was offered to fascism from the very beginning, the bearers of which 
were primarily communists and social democrats. The English historian Allan 


Merson wrote in his book about the communist resistance in Germany, published in 
London in 1985 and translated into German in 1999: 


"Of all the parties and groups, the communists’ resistance to the Third Reich was 
the strongest. It never came to a standstill, even during the time of the non- 
aggression pact. Wherever events brought communists together - whether in 
factories, workers' neighborhoods, army units, in prisons or concentration camps -, 
they formed groups and tried to put up political resistance. They had fought side by 
side with the Spanish Republicans, many European freedom movements, with the 
Red Army. The cost in human lifwivdeenadisatus. Of the 300,000 members the party 
had in 1932 , an estimated 150,000 had been arrested and persecuted; some 
25,000 to 30,000 had been murdered or executed or died as a result of mistreatment 
in concentration camps. The losses far exceeded those of any other resistance 
group or party in Germany.") 


The communist resistance was a concentrated expression of the fact that the main 
bearer of the resistance was the working class. 


20 


Machine Translated by Google 


Kurt Gossweiler: How could this happen? part 1 


13. Question: 


What role did the so-called bourgeois-democratic parties play? What is their relationship 
to the fascist party? 


Gen. G: 


All bourgeois parties are ultimately parties of the ruling class, but each of different 
groups or factions of this class. So they initially represent partial interests, but always 
within the overall interest of the entire monopoly capital. This is why the bourgeois 
parties in the bourgeois parliamentary system also follow different political concepts 
and, within certain limits, we can rightly speak of bourgeois right-wing, middle and left- 
wing parties. 


But in decision-making situations in which the partial interests have to be completely 
subordinated to the overall interest, they all act like one party - the party of the ruling 
overall monopolist - when it came to making the legal transition from the Weimar 
Republic to the fascist dictatorship possible, everyone agreed bourgeois parties agreed 
to the Enabling Act. 


The Social Democratic MPs were the only ones to vote against the enabling law - the 
communists had already been forced into illegality - a courageous anti-fascist act. But 
the Social Democratic Party, as a bourgeois workers' party, made its contribution to 
the success of the project by preventing its only possible disruption, namely through 
the united workers' resistance. 


The right-wing, conservative parties play a special role in relation to fascism. As long 

as the fascist parties - which today are popular with the less burdensome label "right- 
wing extremist" - still have to fight for their recognition as a normal part of the bourgeois- 
parliamentary "free basic order", the Nazis and the "Republicans" and the Haiders in 
the conservative parties - Hugenberg's German National People's Party in the Weimar 
Republic, the CSU and CDU in the Federal Republic of Germany, the Austrian People's 
Party in the Danube region - their benevolent sponsor, who played the role of 
moderating guardian, and later the indispensable coalition partner who paved the way 
for further advancement . 


14. Question: 
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Can the united fronts of the Western European communist parties after the VII World 
Congress of the Communist International be described as right-wing opportunists? 
(e.g. the attitude of the French CP towards the Popular Front government of Leon 
Blum, or the attitude of the Belgian CP, which proposed converting the party into a 
faction within the Belgian Social Democratic Party and which has drawn up a united 
front program that... limited to the defense of bourgeois democracy?) Was such a line 
stimulated by the Communist International, e.g. B. in France? 


Gen G: 


Unfortunately | have to disappoint you. | don't know enough about this to be able to 
answer your questions precisely from my own experience and study of the events at 
that time. Only one thing can be said with certainty: the dissolution of a communist 
party and its transformation into a non-communist organization, be it another party or 
a popular front or whatever else, is sheer revisionism that is incompatible with the 
communist understanding of the party. 


Regarding the other questions, it is perhaps most useful if | reproduce here what was 
said about the popular front problem in a work published in the Soviet Union in 1981. 
| quote a few passages from this work that could at least partially answer your 
questions: 


"The communists considered that various transitional types of governments could be 
created between the traditional bourgeois government and the proletarian power. At 
the meeting of the Secretariat of the EKKI (Executive Committee of the Communist 
International) on June 5, 1936, it was pointed out that must distinguish in this way. 1. 
a bourgeois left-wing government: 2. a government that depends on the popular front, 
but is not yet a popular front government; 3. a popular front government. The 
boundaries between these types are not to be viewed as rigid. The flexibility of the 
forms of the political power in the stage of a general democratic, anti-fascist revolution 
- from a bourgeois left-wing government at the beginning of the stage to the popular 
front government, which embodies the anti-fascist democracy of the final stage - 
reflects in a striking way the transitional character of the anti-fascist stage of the 
struggle. The relationship between the Communists to the Popular Front government, 
to the governments based on the Popular Front. The question of the FKP's 
participation in the government was discussed in detail twice in the EKKI. The 
communists associated their participation in government with the rise of the struggle 
of the masses, with the process of 
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Transforming the government into an effective popular front government. However, 
they considered it politically inexpedient to enter too early into a bourgeois left-wing 
government or a government based on the popular front if the immature struggle and 
the corresponding constellation of political forces would condemn the Communist 
Party to an appendage of reformist and bourgeois left-wing parties ... . 


One of the most complicated questions of anti-fascist policy was to determine the 
main political goal of the struggle of the working people in accordance with the real 
conditions of this or that country. 


The communists took into account the constellation of class forces in the countries 
with bourgeois-parliamentary basic systems and came to the conclusion that the 
general strategic guideline of establishing anti-fascist-democratic systems cannot 

be immediately realized in most countries due to objective reasons. The vast majority 
of the masses here were not yet aware of the need to achieve this goal. Therefore, 
the immediate political goal was formulated next: to achieve a general political shift 
to the left through the establishment of the Popular Front, the formation of bourgeois 
left-wing governments or social democratic governments capable of taking vigorous 
measures against national and international fascism and meeting the immediate 
socio-economic needs of the working people and To satisfy the middle classes of the 
population... The EKKI recommended adopting a maximally flexible attitude towards 
such a government, making use of the influence of the mass organizations on it, and 
implementing various measures in the interests of the working people through the 
governments or parliament. 


In addition to the tactics of putting pressure on these governments, the communist 
parties also used the tactics of supporting their various steps directed against reaction 
and fascism." (15) 


Nothing emerges from this text about opportunistic distortions of the unity and 
popular front policy on the part of any CP. Meanwhile, a participant in the Italian 
delegation to the founding conference of the Information Office of the Communist 

and Workers' Parties, which took place in Poland at the end of September 1947, 
Eugenio Reale, reports that at this conference the representative of the Soviet Union, 
Zhdanov, and the representatives of the Tito party, Kardelj and Djilas accused the 
Italian and French CPs of revisionism and opportunism towards their own bourgeoisie 
and American imperialism. 

(16) None of this can be found in the text of the speeches of all party representatives 
at this opening conference, published in the GDR in 1947. (17) 
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However, one thing seems clear to me: in France the balance of class forces was 
In the years 1936 to 1939, the situation was not such that it would have been possible 


for the French Communist Party to open the way to socialist revolution through popular 
front politics. 


V. What is the situation today? 


15. Question: 


Didn't the bourgeoisie learn from the defeat of fascism that it must maintain the 
democratic fagade today? 


Gen. G.: 


Anyone who pays close attention to what has been going on in Central and Western 
Europe for the past ten years cannot help but notice: Those in power obviously have 
no greater concern than removing the obstacles as quickly as possible prevent them 
from removing the democratic façade, or rather the political and social rights that the 
working people have fought for in the previous decades, even faster and more 
thoroughly than has already happened. 


If after the victory over fascism in most Western countries - 

by no means in all of them, just think of Spain and Portugal! - relatively stable bourgeois- 
democratic conditions prevailed for forty years, then that has absolutely nothing to do 
with the fact that the monopoly bourgoisie learned the lesson to uphold democracy 
forever. No, it was forced to do this by the existence of socialism on a third of the world 
and a good half of Europe. 


Since it waged the Cold War against the socialist states under the banner of "democracy 
instead of dictatorship," it had to grant the working people social and political 
concessions that were deeply repugnant to their exploitative, predatory nature. 


16. Question: 


After the end of the socialist states in Europe, does the monopoly bourgeoisie still need 
fascism as a weapon in its political armory? 


Gen. G.: 
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The conditions that make fascism the new political weapon of the imperialist 
bourgeoisie, continue to exist: 


First: the urge for reaction and violence inherent in imperialism has not become 
weaker, but has only had fewer opportunities to fully express itself for decades thanks 
to the existence of the world socialist system. Since the disappearance of socialism 
as an equal countervailing power, imperialism has been systematically expanding its 
repressive apparatus before our eyes. 


German CDU politicians are already calling for a law that would allow the Bundeswehr 
to be deployed internally, against its own population. This announces what those in 
power are preparing for, even in seemingly stable bourgeois democracies. They would 
like the masses to believe their repeated claim: "Communism is dead!" But they know 
only too well how little this claim has to do with reality. She 


We certainly know that passing on the growing economic difficulties onto the masses 
will in the future provoke increasing resistance from broad sections of the population. 


In Russia, in almost all former socialist states, the communist parties have remained 

a major political force. The socialist states - People's China, Vietnam, North Korea in 
Asia, Cuba in America are very much alive despite imperialist attempts at strangulation 
and isolation. Cuba in particular proves the irrepressible vitality of socialism, as this 
small socialist island, located on the doorstep of the superpower USA, with a USA 
base in Guantanamo, and which has lost its socialist allies, achieves almost impossible 
miracles. 


Who among us would not have had their hearts beat faster when they heard the news 
about the meeting of the G-77 summit, at which 122 representatives of states from 
the so-called Third World met in Havana and, to their applause, Fidel Castro 
demanded that the developing countries The imposed economic system must be 
brought before an international court as part of a new "Nuremberg Trial", because 
every three years it kills more people through hunger and preventable or curable 
diseases than were killed in the entire Second World War in six years! 


It is inevitable: the peoples will rise again and stronger against imperialism because 
they cannot survive otherwise! 


Second: The age of imperialist wars and proletarian revolutions is by no means over 
- we are still in the midst of it. The new 
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Redistribution of the world among the main imperialist powers is taking place before 
our eyes. What happened in the NATO attack on Yugoslavia and what is now taking 
place in Chechnya are a kind of proxy wars: the NATO attack on Yugoslavia was 
actually aimed at Russia, and the Chechens, far from fighting for their own interests, 
As their military leaders pretend, just like the Kosovo Albanians before them, they 
only play the role of willing helpers who are supposed to fight the way for US and 
German imperialism to the oil sources of the Caucasus and to the riches of Central 
Asia and Siberia. 


Hitler and Goebbels openly stated that their war against the Soviet Union would be 
fought over oil and the wheat fields of Ukraine. The NATO aggressors hypocritically 
claim to be waging wars to end bloodshed and defend human rights. Today they are 
using the media to demand action against Russia in Chechnya in order to stop the 
human rights violations. And tomorrow? Will human rights have to be defended 
tomorrow or the day after by troops from NATO, which has expanded into Asia, 
against the communist People's China in Tibet? Nothing is impossible today! 


Anyone who would have predicted when the Schréder-Fischer government was 
formed in 1998 that this government would send German soldiers to war six months 
later would have been considered crazy! Today you can read even in bourgeois 
newspapers that even a major war between the great powers can no longer be ruled 
out in the future! Almost every day brings new examples and evidence of the 
escalating imperialist conflicts between the USA and the German-dominated European 
Union. But all of this taken together means: In the future, imperialist states or 
groupings of states will certainly again find themselves faced with situations that may 
make them appear advisable to use the weapon of fascism again. 


17. Question: 


Is the establishment of a fascist dictatorship still possible today? 
Gen G: 


Your question probably essentially relates to Europe? Because | don't think we can 
say that there is no longer a fascist regime anywhere on our planet. 
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Whether, if the rulers in any state or group of states - for example in the European 
Union - decided at some point to establish a fascist regime, they would be able to do 
so depends in each given case on the strength and unity of the anti-fascist forces . 
What that would look like can't be predicted. But it can by no means be ruled out that 
the anti-fascist forces could prove to be too weak in such a case. As developments in 
Austria, Italy and also in the Federal Republic of Germany show us, there is a very 
high risk that mass dissatisfaction with the policies of those in power will primarily 
benefit the neo-fascist parties. 


Also contributing to this are those "leftists" who do not attribute the defeat of socialism 
to what actually caused it - namely the decades-long interaction of external and internal 
enemies of socialism - but who present it as the inevitable result of alleged birth defects 
Marx and Lenin's "model" of socialism, whose worst mistake is "Stalinism". The 
demonization of Stalin and the socialist state established under his leadership was a 
major factor in the undermining and eventual destruction of the Soviet Union, and it is 

a continuing major factor in the continued weakness and fragmentation of the left and 
anti-fascist forces. 


The most active, strongest and most consistent anti-fascist force in the past has been 
the Soviet Union and the communist parties. Even today, the socialist states and the 
communists are the strongest, most active and most consistent part of the fight against 
fascism. The stronger the communists in a country, the stronger and more effective 
the anti-fascist movement. That is why anti-communism today, as ever, is a support for 
fascism. 


18. Question: 


Where does the greatest danger of the liquidation of bourgeois democracy and the 
establishment of a new fascist dictatorship come from? From the neo-fascist movements 
or from the dismantling of democratic constitutions by the imperialist governments? 


Gen. G.: 


Today, as before, the main danger of fascism comes from the imperialist bourgeoisie. 
The fascist movements are not an independent force; they are kept on a short leash 
by those in power when they are in power 
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no need for government; However, their growth to a governmental size is then 
promoted - through political and economic policy measures and through "donations" 
- if this appears to be expedient in order to accelerate the desired social and 
democratic dismantling or to secure stronger internal support for foreign policy 
expansions. 


Otherwise, we should not expect that the transition to fascism, should it take place 
anywhere, will be a repetition of what is already known. The imperialist bourgeoisie 
today has a much larger reservoir of means of both manipulating the masses and 
monitoring every citizen , than in the times of Mussolini and Hitler. Orwell, he 
experienced today's possibilities for superiors to monitor their subjects, e.g. B. the 
introduction of electronic surveillance of citizens on the streets and squares of our 
cities, would probably have to realize that reality has already far exceeded his 
foresight of the surveillance state in his book "1984". 


But despite all the changes that a new fascism of the 21st century would have 
compared to that of the 20th century - it too would not be able to do without terror, 
open, brutal violence against all of its opponents. Anyone who experienced the bestial 
fury with which the "security forces" of the Berlin police beat men, women and young 
people on January 9th of this year and - 

the women too! - who continued to kick them even when they were already on the 
ground, just because they didn't allow themselves to be denied the right to demonstrate 
on the day when Rosa Luxemburg and Karl Liebknecht were honored - they got a 


foretaste of what would happen in a future fascist dictatorship In the 21st century the 
SA and the SS would take the place: they would hardly differ. 


19. Question: 


What should be done to prevent the possibility of a new fascism from becoming a 
reality? 


Gen G: 


First: we must use our strength and influence to ensure that every attack by those in 
power on the democratic and social rights that have been won over many decades is 
met with the broadest and most resolute defense possible. 


Second: We must continually remind ourselves of what the fascists have brought 
upon their people and all of humanity. The fascist crimes must not be forgotten and 
must not be forgiven! 
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Third: We must never tire of explaining whose instrument fascism was and still is. 


Fourth, we must tirelessly spread the word about it 
Anti-communism means favoring fascism. 


Fifth: We must make the truth a mass realization that as long as imperialism reigns, 
the danger of fascism remains. Only socialism can bring humanity a world without 
wars and without fascism. 


Remarks: 

1) Quote from Kurt Gossweiler, Essays on Fascism, Pahl-Rugenstein-Verlag, Cologne 
1988, p. 580 f 

2) Ibid. p. 581 p.a. Ludo Martens, The road of the World revolution in the XXIst 
Century, p. 25 

3) Gossweiler, essays ... p. 586 

4) ibid (essay: On the origins and varieties of fascism), p. 604 f 

5) ibid, p. 316 ff, 468 ff. Also for the early days of the NSDAP in Kurt Gossweiler, 
Kapital, Reichswehr and NSDAP 1914-1924, Pahl-Rugenstein-Verlag 1982, p. 319 ff 
6) Essays on fascism, pp. 640, 645 f 

7) Ibid., p. 68 

8) Ibid., p. 326 

9) The work of Josef Schleifstein is very important: The “Social Fascism” 

Thesis, Frankfurt/M., 1980 

10) For more information see: Ernst Thalmann. "A biography". By a collective of 
authors led by Ginter Hortzschansky. Berlin 1979, p. 528 ff 

11) Kurt Gossweiler, The Röhm Affair, Pahl-Rugenstein, Hochschulschrift 151, 
Cologne 1983, p. 52 f. 

12) The Counter-Attack, Prague-Paris-Basel, No. 16 of April 19, 1935 and No. 17 of 
April 26, 1935 

13) Gossweiler, Röhm Affair, p. 58, quoted from Rundschau, Basel, 1934, p. 545; 
Allan Merson, Communist Resistance in Nazi Germany, Pahl-Rugenstein., Bonn 1999, 
p. 293 


29 


Machine Translated by Google 


Kurt Gossweiler: How could this happen? part 1 


14) is omitted 
15) The International Labor Movement. Questions of history and theory, fifth volume - Builders of 
Socialism, Fighters against Fascism, Moscow 1985, p. 294 f 


16) Eugenio Reale, Avec Jaques Duclos au banc des aecuses, Paris 1958, p. 129 ff; quoted in: 
Isaac Deutscher, Stalin, Reinbeck near Hamburg, 1992, p. 738 f 

17) For peace and popular democracy. Report on the activities of some communist parties, held at 
the conference in Poland at the end of September 1947, publisher "Tagliche Rundschau" Berlin 1947 


Source: KPD series of publications, No. 68 


July 20, 1944 and the theory of fascism 


Preliminary remark 


The following essay was written following a colloquium held on July 18, 1984 by my institute at the 
time, the Central Institute for History at the Academy of Sciences of the GDR, dedicated to the 40th 
anniversary of July 20, 1944 under the title “The Place of July 20, 1944 in the history of the anti- 
fascist German resistance struggle". (1) 


This colloquium marked a certain turning point in the assessment of July 20, 1944, in that now even 
the most reactionary part of the conspirators, headed by Carl Goerdeler, was acquitted of the charge 
that the assassination attempt on Hitler was only intended to pave the way for a To open an 
understanding with the Western powers against the Soviet Union in order to protect German 
imperialism from total defeat. It was now claimed that Goerdeler had left his previous positions shortly 
before the assassination attempt and that his only goal was to establish peace by ceasing hostilities 
on all fronts. 


In the main speech, given by Kurt Finker, this was expressed somewhat cautiously with the words 


that "the views of this conservative opponent of Hitler" had "evolved under the pressure of events"; 
"The Goerdeler of 1944 was no longer the Goerdeler of 1943." (2) 
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He certainly wasn't, but that he had now given up his plans to save German 
imperialism through a separate peace with the Western powers while continuing 
the war against the Soviet Union - that was only claimed, but not proven. 


This "turning point" was not the result of new research results, but of a political 
need, namely the need to provide a historical justification for the necessity and 
possibility of a "coalition of reason", which was then described by Erich Honecker 
as a way to secure peace was viewed. 


And so it was said at the end of Finker's talk: “What was emerging at that time 
was a kind of coalition of reason. Only such a coalition of reason, reaching across 
political and class boundaries, can today effectively counter the dangers of 
imperialist armament and confrontation policy - 

Therein lies the legacy of the fallen." (3) 


So - for the sake of the illusory goal of harmonizing antagonistic class interests, 
history was actually "harmonized". 


Simply expressing opposition to this was not enough. One had to set about 
counteracting the purposeful creation of legends with historical facts. That was the 
reason why | turned to this subject, which actually lay outside my actual research 
area, wrote this article and presented it to the institute management in November 
1984. 


Although the director of the institute at the time described it as "a very good 
manuscript" in January 1985, it received collective condemnation in a consultation 
with colleagues in March 1985. My colleagues' orientation towards a "coalition 

of reason that transcends class boundaries" was the same very internalized that 
they found an approach that, contrary to the need for harmonization, stuck to the 
elaboration of opposing, antagonistic class interests, as outdated, dogmatic and 
disruptive. 


Nevertheless, the article was published - albeit only in a version shortened by half 
- as a contribution to a commemorative publication for the resistance fighter and 
outstanding GDR historian Heinrich Scheel. (4) 


The article is published here in full for the first time. Only those passages that 
dealt with the then current problem of the “Coalition of Reason” were omitted. 
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July 20, 1944 is a decisive event in the history of fascist Germany, and at the 
same time a striking event in the history of resistance against the Hitler regime. 
This event rightly receives a lot of attention on its anniversaries, especially the 
decade anniversaries. 


There are only a few other days of commemoration in German history on which 
one can see so clearly how current needs lead us to ask new questions about 
history from decade to decade and to shed more light on different sides of the 
same event than before. 


One of the most important old questions, which has not yet been sufficiently 
investigated, is the question of the significance of the attack on July 20th for the 
theory of fascism. What does this complex of events say about the character of 
the fascist regime in Germany? 


The present paper addresses this question with the modest intention of contributing 
to the discussion and offering considerations that could be useful for a thorough 
investigation that is yet to take place. 


For the prevailing bourgeois historiography, July 20th is a clear, irrefutable 


confirmation of its view that the fascist regime in Germany and elsewhere 
represents the dictatorship of the fascist party and its leader over all classes and 


strata of society. Because if fascism - so their argument goes - is only the tool of 
the ruling class, its leader only its executor, as the Marxists claim, then it is 
completely incomprehensible why the ruling class was not able to simply get rid of 
this tool and to simply dismiss this leader after he was no longer useful to their 
interests, but stood in the way of a solution that corresponded to their interests, 
namely a timely end to the war. 


In fact, this poses a question to which, in my opinion, we have not yet given an 
adequate answer; because the sometimes encountered reference to a war-related 
increase in the relative independence of the political superstructure compared to 
the economic base cannot be viewed as a satisfactory answer. 


Such an answer can only be found by seeking an explanation for the behavior of 
the ruling class and its various groups towards the fascist leadership in terms of 
their interests and the 

given the course of the war and the domestic political problems - decision-making 
options that actually or supposedly remained open. 
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However, such an investigation encounters obstacles that are difficult to overcome. 
As easy as it is to determine the objective interest of the leaders of German 
imperialism given the respective circumstances, it is equally difficult to determine 
corresponding statements or even actions from the ranks of these leaders. What 
was said or done in these circles about and for the removal of Hitler from the 
leadership only came to light, if at all, through the interrogations of the actors on 
July 20th and through records that fell into the hands of the fascist henchmen; and 
only what has been published or can still be viewed in the archives has come 
down to the historian. 


If you read through this material, you will soon notice a strange fact: although 
there are quite a few indications in the statements of those arrested and in the 
documents found that the conspirators had connections to top managers of 
German monopoly capital, the fascist investigative bodies are conducting their 
research in this direction either not continued at all or, if isolated cases were, they 
were discontinued very soon. Just a few but very characteristic examples. 


As is well known, after his arrest, Carl Goerdeler made "extraordinarily extensive 
statements to the fascist inquisitors, which, among other things, incriminated 
numerous people who were in important positions in public life" (5); even Gerhard 
Ritter could not help but notice that Goerdeler “proved to be a source of intelligence 
for the Gestapo whose yield aroused astonishment.” (6) From this and other 
sources it became known that Goerdeler had close contacts with various large 
industrialists and that Julius Leber saw him as a "man of large industry". (7) The 
Gestapo was aware that senior men of the Stuttgart Bosch Group and the Krupp 
Group legalized his trips abroad, which were used to contact middlemen to the 
British government, as trips on their behalf. She was also aware that the Krupp 
director Léser, with his consent, was intended to be finance minister for a future 
Goerdeler government. This Everything should have caused the special 
commission to investigate the conspiracy to interrogate and try the large industrial 
backers of the conspiracy just as rigorously as the conspirators themselves. But 
nothing of the sort happened; Léser was arrested and interrogated, but not 
sentenced to death, unlike the smaller ones Industrialists, such as Walter Cramer, 
and numerous industrial syndici, such as Lejcune-Jung, syndic in the pulp industry 
and Löser as minister (for economics) in a Goerdeler government. Hans Welz, 
who headed the Bosch Group after Robert Bosch's death (March 1942), was 
apparently left unmolested; at least his name appears 
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According to the reports of the special commission's investigation, he did not appear as 
one of those questioned, although he was privy to the conspiracy and promoted it. (8th) 


The Gestapo was also aware that Goerdeler often appeared at meetings of the so-called 
"Reusch Circle", a circle of high-profile Rnenish-Westphalian industrialists, and presented 
his views on the situation there. In November 1943 he spoke in this circle in the presence 
of the Long-time Haniel Group General Director Paul Reusch spoke of the need to 
remove Hitler from the leadership in order to reach an agreement with the Anglo-Saxons 
against the Russians. (9) Although in similar cases death sentences were pronounced 
against smaller people only because they were such Nothing of the sort happened to 
Paul Reusch. 


The director of the Deutsche Bank, Oswald Roesler, and the board member of the 
Allgemeine Deutsche were also found to have knowledge of Goerdeler's coup plans 
Credit company, Schoen von Wildeneck, temporarily arrested. However, the special 
commission was apparently not at all interested in receiving more detailed information 
about the ideas for the future in the executive offices of the large industrial and banking groups. 
Roesler and v. As the report on their interrogation states, Wildeneck "credibly denied any 
knowledge of Goerdeler's plans" and were soon released at the request of the senior 
Reich prosecutor. (10) On this occasion, the Deutsche Bank director Roesler received 
numerous congratulations, including from one of the most prominent Nazi industrialists, 
Albert Pietzsch; he wrote to him on December 13, 1944: "To my great joy, | understand 
from a message from the supervisory board of Deutsche Bank that you have now started 
your work. We were all convinced that this The results of the investigation could not have 
been any different." (11) 


In fact, if, in exceptional cases, captains of industry were caught by the SD's investigative 
bodies, then the result of the investigation "could not have been any different," because 
there was an invisible barrier before which the death machine of the fascist regime had 
to stop. A corresponding stop signal For example, the written instructions for limiting the 
use of "aggravated interrogation", ie torture to extract confessions, to a specific group of 
people, namely "communists, Marxists, Bible students, saboteurs, terrorists, members of 
the resistance movement, parachute agents, "Asocial, Polish or Soviet refusers or 
loiterers" (12). High-ranking captains of industry generally did not fall under any of these 
categories, not even under those of "members of the resistance movements"; because 
even if they are not just 
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Although they were not only accomplices but also instigators of activities like 
Goerdeler's, they themselves stayed away from these activities: the principle of the 
division of labor between business and politics was strictly maintained, especially in 
such undertakings. 


In other words: the top executives of the large banking and industrial monopolies 
were off limits to the Gestapo. This is the decisive reason why, although we know 
quite precisely about the motives and actions of the conspirators, we only have very 
vague information about the ideas and actions of the "economic leaders". 


This lack of knowledge has its origins in a fact that, however, does not at all support 
the thesis of those who would have us believe that Hitler, as an all-powerful dictator, 
subjected all classes and strata equally to his tyranny. 


In our investigation of the relationship between the ruling class and the fascist regime 
after the turnaround in the course of the war, there could no longer be any doubt that 
the war could no longer be won militarily (i.e. starting around 1943) (13) , based only 
on reliable research results on two problem areas: on the one hand, on the known 
facts about the June 20th complex, and on the other hand, on the results of the 
relatively recent research into the post-war planning and the survival strategy of 
circles and institutions of the German monopoly bourgoisie in recent years and 
months of fascist dictatorship. (14) 


However, these facts alone do not allow us to create a coherent, clearly defined 
picture from mosaic tiles. An additional attempt must be made to trace the internal 
connections by reconstructing the objectively given interests of the German ruling 
class at that time; In order to keep the possibility of subjective misinterpretations as 
low as possible, it is also useful not only to focus on the years 1943 to 1945, but also 
to let it wander back in order to be able to follow the path and its most important 
stations , which led to July 20th. 


A situation in which the representative of the state and supreme warlord becomes an 
obstacle to the timely termination of an unwinnable war was not a first for the 
imperialist German bourgeoisie. (15) In the First World War it was the Kaiser - who, 
by the way, had many traits in common with Hitler: both were characterized by a 
bizarre world view that was far removed from reality, by an overestimation of their 
own strengths that was even grotesque 
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by excessive goals of conquest as well as by a self-confidence that was pathologically 
increased to the point of megalomania, and both of them represented the ideal 
embodiment of the most outstanding characteristics of German imperialism. It was 
Wilhelm II at the time whose timely resignation was approved by the German monopoly 
masters and the most insightful generals What the Kaiser complained bitterly about in 
a letter dated November 3, 1918 to a confidant: “Everything was already so beautifully 
divided, all of Belgium, northern France, etc. Heavy industry had already taken over 
everything, and now it is happening suddenly it's different, and now they're complaining 
as if it were my fault. And the Rhenish heavy industry... they are now negotiating with 
the Entente, preferring a good peace without me to a less good one with me - they are 
throwing me away. ... . 

And I'm telling you this: if the slightest thing happens, I'll write the answer to them on 
the pavement with machine guns, and if | shoot up my own castle; But there should be 
order!" (16) 


Even then it wasn't possible to get rid of the person who had become a nuisance in 
time; Only when the wave of revolution reached Berlin did the generals pull themselves 
together and explain to the ignorant man that the army was no longer behind him and 
that he had to resign. 


If it was already difficult for the ruling class to "simply" throw out the supreme warlord 
when he became a hindrance, it was even more difficult to do so with Hitler. The illegal 
state leadership of the KPD pointed this out in its document from June 1944 "At the 
beginning of the final phase of the war", which said: "But in view of the inevitable 
military defeat of German fascism, all the advantages that the fascist system previously 
offered to finance capital are beginning to be transformed into disadvantages, without 
those who took Hitler, could simply send him away again today." (17) 


Why couldn't they, what was the difficulty now? We have already mentioned the 
explanation of bourgeois historians and journalists, which found its vivid expression in 
the memorable image of "riding the tiger": whoever rides the tiger runs the risk of being 
torn to pieces by the beast when he dismounts. 

This was the situation of the German bourgeoisie when it wanted to separate itself from 
Hitler and his regime. What this means is that Hitler's terror regime was so strong that 
it could violently thwart any attempt by the ruling class to overthrow him. 


Now it is certainly true that Hitler in 1944 had much greater opportunities to do what 
Wilhelm Il, in his impotent anger, threatened to do in 1918 in order to stay in power. 
But it is just as certain that the Wehrmacht - if... 
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If it had been used by a determined leadership against the Nazi-fascist formations, it 
would have been able to deal with them in a short time. The proof was delivered in 
Paris on July 20, 1944. The difficulty therefore did not lie in the superior strength of 

the Waffen SS and other Nazi formations at Hitler's disposal - there was no such 
superiority. Rather, it consisted in the impossibility of getting the Wehrmacht leadership 
to act in a unified, unified manner. 


This impossibility cannot be explained by a fear of confrontation with the SS: how 
could it have been afraid of checkmating an inferior opponent, since in times of peace 
and war it had constantly dealt with opponents of equal strength or even superiors to 
deal with opponents? In addition, there was sufficient evidence that Himmler was 
prepared to go along with the conspirators, at least in such a way that he prevented 
his SS from taking action to protect Hitler. As early as the spring of 1941, Himmler 
had asked the Swiss diplomat CJ Burckhardt through a confidant whether England 
would make peace with him, Himmler, instead of Hitler. (18) And on July 25, 1943, 
Goerdeler wrote in a draft letter for Field Marshal Kluge: “If you want, | can also make 
Mr. Goebbels or Mr. Himmler your ally: because these two men have long since 
understood that they are lost with Hitler." (19) Although Goerdeler's such assurances 
may have involved all sorts of exaggeration (20) in order to overcome Kluge's 
hesitation, Himmler's willingness to give up Hitler in order to save his own skin cannot 
be ignored There are doubts. 


So why did most generals, and no less most general directors, shy away from taking 
decisive action to remove Hitler from leadership? 


The reason for this is simple enough: as much as Hitler was an obstacle to starting 
official negotiations with the Western powers, he was equally indispensable for internal 
purposes. If terror was the main means of liquidating the active anti-fascists and 
allowing the passive dissatisfied to remain in the passivity of fear, then Hitler was the 
main means of integration, which kept the majority of the people in blind faith in the 
"leader" and thus in a state of willless following - in keeping with the Nazi slogan “The 
Fuhrer commands, we follow you!” - held. - Next to terror, Hitler was the most effective 
barrier to protect the ruling class from what they feared most - even more than military 
defeat and unconditional surrender: a second 1918, the revolution. 
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But how did it come about that such an irrational belief in miracles in this one man 
could have become a political factor of such enormous, first-rate importance? 


In response to this question, the bourgeois media deliberately spreads the legend 
of Hitler's supposedly irresistible charisma or even of his "demonia". In order to 
recognize the actual causes of Hitler's integration effect, we must briefly follow their 
development. 


The German monopolists and Junkers, who in November 1932 demanded that 
Hindenburg appoint Hitler as chancellor, justified this demand by stating that the 
desired constitutional change had to be supported by a “broadest popular 
movement” and that therefore the cabinet reshuffle had to be carried out “in such a 
way. .. that brings the greatest possible popular power behind the cabinet" and that 
requires "the largest group of this national movement to take part in the government 
as a leader". (21) 


This petition expresses in a condensed form the main concern of the German 
monopoly bourgeoisie since the days of the collapse of its glory in the First World 
War and since the days of the ignominious failure of the Kapp Putsch, and at the 
same time the fundamental lesson that it has learned from the experience since 
1914 had drawn: in order to prepare and succeed in a new round of the struggle for 
the redivision of the world, a stable mass base had to be created and permanently 
secured internally. Hitler was the man who knew best how to mobilize millions for 
the imperialist expansion program. That is why the German monopoly bourgeoisie 
as a whole could not in the long run reject the demands of those from its ranks 
who, like Schacht and Thyssen, had chosen not a tried and tested conservative 
such as Papen or Hugenberg, but the dazzling upstart Hitler as their candidate for 
chancellor. 


It must not be discussed here how Hitler and his sponsors in the Weimar Republic 
were able to get millions of followers for the NSDAP. (22) It must suffice to point 
out an essential peculiarity of the NSDAP's mass processing and mass recruitment 
method: it appeared as the party of rescue from the swamp into which the other 
parties had ridden the country, and its leader presented himself to the masses as a 
messiah , whom Providence had sent to the people. It did not allow any discussion 
of the course of the party leadership by the followers, but demanded blind faith in 
the leader and his infallibility. She didn't rely on reason and reality 
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interests of the masses, but rather to irrational longings for salvation from current 
misery and directed all hopes to the superhuman, miraculous abilities of a single 
man. The rise of Hitler from the "unknown private of the World War" to the "leader 
of the largest party in German history", presented as a "miracle", had to serve as 
proof that he was chosen and that with him there was victory over want and 
misery as well as over all Enemies were certain. In short, the leader myth and 
faith in the leader were the glue that most strongly bonded the followers with the 
party leadership. The Nazi party thereby enforced a principle in its ranks that also 
had to prevail in the "strong state" that the monopoly masters aspired to , which 
they had already hoped to achieve with Chancellor Papen and which Hitler was 
supposed to help them achieve after his failure, the principle of the unopposed 
subordination of the people to the state leadership. Only in this way, by ending 
the "party economy", by tightly centralizing state power and bundling all the 
energies and potencies of the people through a single will, was there a chance of 
achieving the far-reaching expansion goals of German imperialism in a second 
attempt. 


However, when Hitler was appointed Chancellor, it was far from a given that he 
and his party would not only formally but also actually hold state power in their 
hands. For many, he was just the man who had to provide the mass base of the 
"strong state" and whose civil war guard, the SA, had to break the resistance of 

the workers' movement against the establishment of the open monopoly 
dictatorship in order to clear the way to a restoration of the monarchy. in which 

the actual power - according to the widespread idea in the ranks of the monopolists 
and Junkers - should lie in the hands of the generals, the leadership of the 
Wehrmacht. 


The dictatorial regime of a ruling class, whose greatest fear is the fear of the 
masses and the unleashing of their revolutionary potential, has its own laws that 
force it to grant ever more power to the person who best understands the art of 
mass control. And that was undoubtedly Hitler. And he was fully aware of his 
irreplaceability for those in power, as numerous of his statements attest. (23) But 
this ability of his was tied to the prerequisite that the belief in the chosenness and 
redemptive mission of the leader was maintained and constantly increased, and 
this in turn could only be guaranteed if this belief was constantly given new 
nourishment. But this meant that the preservation and constant enhancement of 
the leader myth became the prerequisite and condition for the stability of the 
mass base of the open, terrorist dictatorship of the most reactionary elements of 
finance capital. 
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The monopolists and Junkers therefore had to pay a high price for the services 
that Hitler and his party rendered to them, namely the price of the inextricable link 
between their fate and that of Hitler in the enterprise that he had been hired to 
initiate and carry out. However, they were by no means aware of this when they 
elevated Hitler to the chancellor's chair. But this internal logic of the power- 
securing mechanism that they had installed with the establishment of the fascist 
dictatorship prevailed in all situations in which decisions had to be made about 
the further development of the form of government, the state leadership or the 
military command. 


This internal logic demanded that the "leader" - in order to achieve maximum 
mass effectiveness - form the highest apex of state power. The leader principle 


and the leader myth were incompatible with the subordination of Hitler to another 
human being. Above him, only the Give “Providence”. 


Symptomatic of this was the regulation of Hindenburg's succession by Hitler as 
head of state. Hindenburg had always viewed himself as the governor for the 
Hohenzollerns, and large sections of conservative politicians, in agreement with 
key forces in the ruling class and the Reichswehr leadership, saw things no 
differently. That's why the spring of 1934, with Hindenburg's illness, brought a 
revival in the activity of monarchist circles and a discussion that was brought to 
Hitler's attention about the restoration of the monarchy, which was now supposedly 
on the agenda. The Vice Chancellor Papen worked diligently towards this goal 

and initially received the support of the Commander-in-Chief of the Army, General 
v. Fritsch. 


The fact that the re-establishment of the monarchy would find little support among 
the people, but would be met with incomprehension and resistance among large 
parts of the population, especially among those who saw Hitler as the appointed 
leader of the German people, had already occurred to Blomberg and Reichenau 
early on to give preference to Hitler's successor rather than the re-establishment 
of the monarchy, under the condition, however, that Hitler would clearly side with 
the Reichswehr in the rivalry between the Reichswehr and the SA and would not 
interfere in questions of Reichswehr leadership. (24) These motives ultimately led 
Fritsch to withdraw his support from the efforts to re-establish the monarchy. But 
it wasn't enough that the Reichswehr leadership made Hitler head of state and 
thus supreme commander of the armed forces: Reichenau also took the initiative 
to change the oath formula (25); According to this new formula, the conscripts 
were no longer based on “people and fatherland” but on loyalty to the people 
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The person of the Fuhrer was sworn in in order to establish a "relationship similar 

to that with the Kaiser" and to exclude Hitler's person from any critical consideration, 
as Fritsch explained at a commander's meeting. (26) This was by no means due 

to a feeling of weakness towards Hitler But the Reichswehr leadership was the 
actual victor on June 30, 1934, not only over Röhm, but also over Hitler. 


Which fears actually underlay the option for Hitler and at the same time the 
unseemly haste with which the law establishing Hitler as head of state - while 
Hindenburg was still alive! - were accepted, this is very clear from a letter dated 
August 12, 1934 from the later major general and participant in the assassination 
attempt on July 20, 1944, Helmuth Stieff, who wrote there: “I consider the 
immediate regulation of the succession to be absolute for state policy reasons 
mandatory. There should not be any doubt for a minute as to who the new head 

of state is. Our entire state is, for example, Currently on such shaky ground that 
every ambiguity and every interregnum could have become of the most dangerous 
significance. June 30th was still far too close for that." (27) 


The fear of an interregnum that could open even a crack for unpredictable 
reactions of the masses - this fear was the driving force that drove Hitler's further 
rise in 1934, just as it prevented his elimination by the conspirators in 1944. 


The effort not to allow the integrating effect of the Hitler myth to be impaired was 
ultimately the deciding factor in the outcome of the infamous Fritsch crisis at the 
beginning of 1938. 


Superficially, it was an intrigue by Göring and Himmler, designed to make it 
impossible for Blomberg to become Minister of War and Fritsch to be Hitler's 
prospective successor, thereby paving the way for Göring to the War Ministry and 
for the SS to transform it into a kind of fourth branch of arms. (28) These objectives 
were not achieved. Blomberg and Fritsch had to say goodbye. 


But Blomberg's successor as Commander-in-Chief of the Wehrmacht was not 
Goring, but Hitler himself. The whole affair came as a surprise to him. He had by 
no means worked towards such a solution on his own, but rather wanted another 
general - initially Fritsch - as the new Minister of War. The suggestion that Hitler 
himself should take over supreme command came, ironically, from Blomberg, who 
had just been dismissed. (29) Whatever personal motives Blomberg may have 
had for this proposal, he found the approval of the Wehrmacht generals because 
it corresponded to the logic of the constant increase in the Fuhrer myth: the closer 
the time of the transition from expansion planning to 
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As armed action moved closer, it became all the more vital to ensure a secure 
hinterland through a population whose vast majority stood firmly behind the state 
leadership, and an army that, through unconditional obedience and blind trust in 
the leadership, was immune to "corrosive influences" and a reliable one instrument 
was in the hands of the superiors. 


Although initiated by an intrigue, the causes of the Fritsch crisis lay much deeper. 
It actually marked the conclusion of a dispute within the leadership of fascist 
Germany that had already begun in 1935/36 and had already led to the dismissal 
of Hjalmar Schacht as Reich Minister of Economics in November 1937. Schacht 
was also the key figure in these disputes. 

This confidant of British and US high finance owed his appointment as Reich 
Economics Minister in July 1934 (immediately after the bloodbath of June 30th) 
to the fact that Germany, in the phase of its military inferiority compared to France, 
had the backing for the forced rearmament needed by the USA and Great Britain 
against any plans by France to impose sanctions. During this time, Schacht was 
effectively the economic dictator of Germany, who did not let Hitler interfere with 
his domain any more than the Reichswehr leadership did in theirs. (30) His 
appointment as General Plenipotentiary for the War Economy in May 1935 also 
expressed his dominant position to the outside world. 


After the phase of military weakness vis-a-vis France had passed - largely thanks 
to Schacht's leading role in Germany's forced armament - the key monopoly 
circles of German imperialism - with Deutsche Bank and the IG-Colours at the top 
- took on the next stage of their timetable towards world hegemony, namely the 
achievement of economic independence, especially independence with regard to 
the supply of raw materials from overseas. 


As early as 1930, Deutsche Bank director Kehl had called for political freedom of 
action to be at the forefront of all considerations in a lecture; Through a kind of 
German five-year plan, the German people (!) should “free themselves from 
foreign aid”. (31) 


Now the time had come for this demand to be realized. The 

Four-year plan memorandum from August 1936 (82), whose concept was drawn 

up by IG Farben director Carl Krauch (33), but which was presented for acceptance 
as Hitler's memorandum in accordance with the requirements of the Fuhrer 
principle, called for a " Multi-year plan for the independence of our national 
economy from foreign countries" and contained 
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sharp criticism of the arguments put forward by Reich Minister of Economics Schacht against such a self- 
sufficiency course. 


The self-sufficiency efforts of the four-year plan were clear evidence that the circles of German imperialism 
behind this plan wanted to make Germany "blockade-proof" in order to create the conditions for lightning 
campaigns not only to the east, but, when the opportunity was right, in all directions if unavoidable, also 
as a two-front war. (34) 


In September 1936, Hitler's four-year plan was announced at the Nuremberg party conference, and in 
October 1936 Göring was commissioned to implement the four-year plan, which severely limited Schacht's 
competence. 


How closely the United States followed developments in Germany and the concern with which any sign of 
Schacht's declining influence was registered in Washington and New York can be seen from a conversation 
that took place on March 23rd. 

September 1935 in the USA Embassy between the US Consul General SR Fuller and Hjalmar Schacht 
(35) and the contents of which were immediately transmitted by telegram to President Roosevelt. 


The part of the conversation that is particularly interesting in our context is as follows: 


F(uller): Some foreigners feel that they are in danger of losing their power. You notice a fight between 
Goebbels and Streicher on one side and you and the army on the other. 


S(chacht): The army is behind the leader. ... . | won't fall. To stay in power you must always be 
conservative. ... . | am conservative, and the army is always conservative. 


Q: Where will Hitler stand? Will he side with the army? 
S: Undoubtedly. 
Q: Will the army be with him? 


S: Undoubtedly. The German people need Hitler. The Germans are 95% for Hitler. They may be 


dissatisfied with his surroundings (disagree as to the regime which surrounds him), but they want and 
need Hitler. 


Q: Again, does the Army really want him? 


S: Undoubtedly. Hitler is a necessity for them and for Germany. 
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Q: Will Hitler turn to the conservative side? 
S: Undoubtedly. To stay in power, a statesman must be conservative. 


Further developments showed that the foreign skeptics were better able to assess the 
instability of Schacht's position than he himself was. Later, Schacht complained bitterly 
that the business leaders and the bourgeoisie in general had abandoned him. The 
business leaders, when they saw that he no longer meant anything in business, 
disappeared from his anterooms and crowded into Géring's anterooms. (36) 


Schacht deliberately confuses effect and cause here: it was not because he lost his 
power that the business leaders turned away from him, but because the business 
leaders turned away from him and his concept, he lost his power. 

And the majority of them turned away from his concept because it envisaged maintaining 
Germany's economic dependence on the USA in order to rule out from the outset any 
direction other than the one towards the east, against the Soviet Union, and to avoid 
the danger of a two-front war again to arise. This was based on the correct assessment 
that 

Germany's forces were no more sufficient to wage a long-lasting war against the Anglo- 
Saxon powers, who were far superior in every respect, and their allies than in the First 
World War. This view was shared by a significant number of the monopoly masters - in 
particular by Fritz Thyssen - as well as by key military officials, who nevertheless 
represented a minority in both areas. 


The majority of German monopolists not only saw the dangers that could arise from a 
possible two-front war, but also those that emanated from a dependence on the Western 
powers and their easily transparent intentions to take Germany's chestnuts out of the 
fire in the war against the Soviet Union allow. They were well aware that Stalin's 
analysis, delivered at the 18th Congress of the CPSU, of the ulterior intentions pursued 
by the Western powers with their policy of non-intervention (37) hit the nail on the head. 
In his speech to the commanders-in-chief on August 22, 1939 - one day before the 
conclusion of the non-aggression pact with the Soviet Union - Hitler only stated what 
his listeners were already clear about when he said: “Now the Western powers had 
hope the participation of Russia. ... . The decision to use blood is difficult. It's easy to 
ask: Why me? So England's hopes were directed towards Russia. But only a blind 
optimist could believe that Stalin would be so insane as not to see through England's 
idea: namely, as in the World War, to wage a kind of trench warfare in the West and for 
Russia to bear the bloody burden of the war in the East 


44 


Machine Translated by Google 


Kurt Gossweiler: How could this happen? part 1 


" (38) Hitler did not need to add that he was not so crazy as to not see through 
Great Britain's intention to use Nazi Germany as a mainland sword against the 
Soviet Union and to let it bleed to death in the process. 


The German imperialists and generals had never had any intention of marching 
their armies against the Soviet Union, only to end up conquering the riches of the 
Soviet country for Great Britain and the USA as a laughing third party. That's why 
in 1936 the majority of them decided in favor of the four-year plan as a prerequisite 
for waging war on their own account and for their own benefit, i.e. for Göring and 
against Schacht. In Hitler's memorandum, the four-year plan was explicitly justified 
by the need for an extermination campaign against Bolshevism, and that was by 
no means just a pretext. But if you wanted to reap the fruits of victory alone, you 
couldn't remain dependent on supplies and support from overseas. But then those 
stumbling blocks among the military and in the government who feared nothing 
more than military involvement with the Western powers and who, with their eternal 
warnings and prophecies of doom, were not allowed to remain in their positions, 
forced preparation to exploit every favorable situation, in whatever direction it 
would also present itself, disrupted and hindered, i.e. people like Fritsch and the 
Chief of General Staff Beck, Schacht and Foreign Minister Neurath. 


Significantly, the driving forces in this "purge" were the two Nazi leaders who had 
the closest contacts to the top of the German monopoly bourgeoisie - Göring (with 
the IG Colors) and Himmler (through the so-called "Freundeskreis Reichsführer 
SS"). 


The generals' unopposed acceptance of the incredible intrigue against the 
commander-in-chief of the army had a profound impact on Hitler's relationship with 
the Wehrmacht leadership. He stopped looking at top military brass with the 
layman's respect for highly trained professionals; Instead of his previous bias 
towards them, he was increasingly filled with a feeling of superiority, coupled with 
contempt for the servility of Keitel and others, as well as for the concerns of Chief 
of General Staff Beck and his successor Halder, which he described as "war-shy". 
to be seen as the political leader, but also as the general who first had to teach 
the calcified specialists how a modern war is waged. 


The few military officers like Beck and Thomas (39) and politicians like Goerdeler 
and Hassell (40), who maintained their sobriety due to their precise knowledge of 
the actual global political and military balance of power - as far as the imperialist 

part of the world was concerned - were called off 
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In the spring of 1938, the increasingly adventurous and downright provocative 
policies of the political and military leadership caused great horror. In 
numerous memoranda and memoranda to Hitler, they demonstrated the 
impossibility of Germany waging a long, multi-front war. (41) However, this 
did not make an impression on Hitler as well as on the majority of the generals 
and the monopolists behind the four-year plan, since their concept, in the 
feasibility of which they firmly believed, envisaged, in Krauch's words, "a quick 
decision on the war through devastating strikes right at the beginning of the 
war "Hostilities" (42). And since the catastrophic consequences predicted by 
the "stumbling blocks" did not materialize both in the "Sudeten crisis" and 
after the occupation of Prague, and both undertakings ended with a triumphant 
success for Hitler, his reputation among the people and people increased The 
belief in his infallibility rose to a new height, and even among the generals the 
number of those who considered him a master strategist was constantly 
growing. They completely overlooked the fact that it was only the appeasement 
policy of the Western powers that the opposition politicians and The 
catastrophic consequences predicted by the military did not materialize, and 
that this policy of the Western powers was not an expression of weakness 
and inability to fight, but rather arose from the desire not to shake Germany's 
internal stability before it had begun its task of attacking and overpowering 

the Soviet Union had. That is why in London they listened with interest to the 
information from the opposition's ranks about preparations to overthrow Hitler, 
but they did not think at all about causing Hitler the foreign policy difficulties 
that they were asked to support their actions. (43) The conclusion of the non- 
aggression pact with the Soviet Union on August 23, 1939 was popular among 
the German people in a different way than the previous actions. For the first 
time, it was not an act of aggression and expansion, but a real peacekeeping 
agreement (if it was serious) with which the Nazi leadership surprised the 
German people. The relief was perhaps even greater than the surprise and 
reached into conservative circles. Hitler had gained additional trust there 
because - it was believed - he was now following the tried and tested maxims 
of Bismarck's foreign policy. 


However, things were seen completely differently in the circles around 

Schacht and Thyssen, Goerdeler and Hassell. For them, the non-aggression 

pact was the worst of all Hitler's crimes. On September 2, 1939, after the 

conclusion of the non-aggression pact and the attack by German troops on 

Poland, Fritz Thyssen and his family left "Greater Germany" and on October 

1 sent a letter to Göring in which he explained the reasons for his emigration. 

It said about the conclusion of the non-aggression pact: “Even from a pragmatic point oi 
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In practical politics, this policy is tantamount to suicide, because the only one who 
benefits from it is yesterday's mortal enemy and today's friend of National 
Socialism, Russia, the country that the leader's closest advisor Keppler spoke 
about in a speech to the board of directors of the Reichsbank a few months ago 
said that it had to be Germanized all the way to the Ural mountains. All | can do 
now is to urgently appeal to you and the Fuhrer to stop pursuing a policy which, if 
successful, will drive Germany into the arms of communism and, if it fails, will 
mean the end of Germany." (44) 


Ullrich v. Hassell notes the following in his diary on October 10, 1939 about the 
content of a conversation with Goerdeler: “He agrees with my basic opinion in 
every respect. In his opinion, too, the war policy is criminal madness and the policy 
with Russia in this form is a tremendous danger. In the situation with no way out 
that Hitler and Ribbentrop had maneuvered us into, they saw cooperation with the 
Soviets as the only means of obtaining information... 

. But everything takes a back seat to the careless 
surrender of a large part of the West... to the same Bolshevism that we supposedly 
fought to death in distant Spain... The whole situation leads me to the conclusion 
that it is high time to slow down the rolling car." (45) 


At first, however, the car seemed to be rolling inexorably along the road to victory, 
towards final victory: Norway, Belgium, France, Yugoslavia, Greece - 

Wherever the German armed forces attacked, they defeated the enemy ina 
lightning campaign - Hitler's Germany was soon master of almost all of Europe. 
With each new victory, Hitler's dazzling fame continued to grow and rose to 
immeasurable heights as the German tank armies continued to advance seemingly 
unstoppably even after the attack on the Soviet Union. In August 1941, at the 
peak of his successes, not only Nazi propagandists praised him as the greatest 
general of all time, outshining all his predecessors from Alexander the Great to 
Napoleon; With a few exceptions, an entire people believed this, and this was also 
believed by many people abroad who, full of fear and despair, asked themselves 
whether there was still any strength left to stop Hitler and his armies. But Hitler 
had also become the most important and strongest factor in internal stability, 
maintaining readiness for war and perseverance among the German people, 
which could not be replaced by anything or anyone. The interest in preserving this 
morale and calm on the "home front" required preserving the effect of the Hitler 
myth even and especially after the turnaround in the course of the war, as the trust 
at the front and at home in the leadership through the uninterrupted chain of 
defeats exposed to heavy loads 
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became. Not only Hitler's vanity and ambition, but also the "reason of state" required 
scapegoats for the defeats in the form of "incompetent" generals who were sent into 
the desert, the first of which was Brauchitsch. 


Hitler remained indispensable, no longer as the guarantor of victory, but still as the 
bearer of all hopes for a miracle that could still bring about victory despite everything; 
He was the man who, as if by a miracle, had risen from nothing to the pinnacle of 
unparalleled power, and who could therefore be credited with the miracle of saving 
himself and the country from sinking into nothingness. 


As long as the majority of the people clung to the hope of Hitler, those in power were 
assured that they would seek a way out through their own actions, shielded from the 
danger of a repeat of November 1918. 


Hitler remained the “value factor” that he had described himself as before he gave the 
starting signal to trigger the Second World War, especially in the crisis of the fascist 
regime. 


But at the same time, Hitler was the decisive obstacle to negotiating a peace agreement 
with the Western powers as long as Germany still had something to throw into the 
balance in a deal: military and economic strength and huge occupied territories as 
bargaining chips. 


In this dilemma, the conflicting interests within the ruling class had to be reflected in 


conflicting tendencies in the search for a way out. Roughly speaking, three variants of 
imperialist attitude in the face of the impending defeat can be identified: (46) 


First variant: The most important thing is to prevent revolution. Any action against Hitler 
carries the risk of a dam breaking with unforeseeable consequences, so it is better to 
follow the path with Hitler to the end. No matter how the war ends, the unnatural 
coalition of the Western powers with the Soviet Union must sooner or later collapse 
due to their internal differences, and all the more quickly the greater the successes of 
the Red Army and the closer it comes to the German border. 

Germany will always be indispensable to the Western powers as a bulwark against 
Bolshevism. That is why even an unconditional surrender is preferable to action against 
Hitler with the risk of a revolutionary uprising, because there would hardly be a second 
time that this would end as lightly as the November Revolution: at that time there was 
no Communist Party and the Soviet Union had to survive the Brester for the sake of 
survival Accept dictation. But now the KPD is the only organized opposing force, and 
the Red Army would be the victorious force on German soil. So a revolution would 
definitely be 
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Certainly the end of capitalism in Germany, but capitulation with the help of the 
Western powers would only be a defeat with the chance of a new beginning. 
Therefore, the only means of making the Western powers inclined to negotiate 
should be to increase military efforts in order to make it clear to them that 
continuing the war would also demand an enormous toll of blood on them. 
However, should a situation arise in which Hitler is no longer there and this opens 
the way for negotiations with the Western powers, then that would of course be a 
very desirable opportunity that would definitely have to be used. However, you 
can't wait for that. You have to develop a survival strategy now for the time after 
the war. This was roughly the position taken by part of the German monopolists 
and of course by the official institutions - e.g. B. the Reich Industry Group, the 
Reich Ministry of Economics, the Speer Ministry - was taken. 


Evidence of this is the post-war planning that has now been uncovered and 
already mentioned. (47) 


Second variant: Of course, preventing revolution is the most important thing. But 
at the same time one must not forego the attempt - through an agreement with the 
Western powers - to save as much of what was conquered in the war and of 
military power as possible. One must exploit the interest of the Western powers in 
blocking the Russians’ route to Europe and offer them to throw the entire military 
might of the German Reich on the Eastern Front in return for the renunciation of 
unconditional surrender and for a peace that... Let Germany exist as an 
independent power, with borders that enclose all Germans or as many of them as 
possible in Central Europe. That cannot be achieved with Hitler. Therefore a way 
must be found to remove Hitler from the top, be it through the Italian route, through 
arrest and deposition, or through an assassination attempt. Whatever the means, 
it must be ensured that the change at the top occurs suddenly and with lightning 
speed so as not to create a power vacuum for even a second. The soldiers and 
the population are only allowed to find out about this once the new government 
has already been installed. Any movement from below must be prevented and it 
must be ensured that the instructions and orders from above are followed 
unconditionally. This is all the more necessary as the war must be continued in 
the East in any case, and in the West at least until negotiations begin. 


Taking action against Hitler is of course risky. It can only succeed if the military 
leadership, at least key, well-known and popular military leaders, take part, and it 
can only be set in motion if there is first an assurance from the Western powers 
that there will be no government without Hitler 
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unconditional surrender is demanded, but a negotiated peace is negotiated with 
them. 


We find the formulation of such a concept, which of course changed over the 
course of the war but remained fundamentally the same, primarily in Carl 
Goerdeler's numerous memoranda. 


“The basis of his views was anti-communism,” writes Kurt Finker about Goerdeler 
and continues: “In a memorandum dated July 1, 1940, he painted the picture of a 
Europe impoverished under Hitler's tyranny, whose needy masses provided the 
best breeding ground for 'Bolshevik ideas'. would offer. ... . Goerdeler didn't want 
to eliminate the fascist regime, he wanted to reform it. ... . 

In the memorandum 'The Goal’, written at the end of 1940 and 
beginning of 1941, Goerdeler expanded his views in detail. But it was still only a 
variant of the reactionary and aggressive strategy of dominance of German 
imperialism, a variant that was at most characterized by more elasticity and 
flexibility." 48) This assessment is supported by longer explanations from the 
memorandum. This is what it said there, for example: "The major economic area 
that Germany should consider is certainly Europe. But apart from the fact that it 
will not be sufficient for at least the next two decades due to Russia's backwardness, 
it would be a weak sacrifice if we do not also improve our performance in this area 
wanted to take advantage of other parts of the world.... The central location, the 
numerical strength and the high level of performance guarantee the German 
people (?! KG) the leadership of the European bloc, if they do not spoil it through 
intemperance or power-seeking manners. 


If you do everything you can to make leadership invisible, if you let others take 
precedence when it comes to appearances, then you can easily lead the European 
states to the common good, ... . It is not too bold to say that if timely action is 
taken, ie the war is broken off in favor of a sensible political system, the European 
confederation under German leadership will become a reality in 10 to 20 years... 
Fruitful economic and political cooperation with a 
Bolshevik Russia cannot develop in the East. 
.... The aim must be to gradually include Russia in a European integration." (49) 


Goerdeler recognized very clearly that Germany could not win a protracted war, 
and he was also clear that the Germans 

Armies (in his diction: Hitler) practiced politics and warfare 

he piled crime upon crime and therefore could only reap storms; However, this did 
not prevent him from conquering large areas with this policy and this style of warfare 
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also for post-Hitler Germany. This becomes very clear in his so-called “peace plan” 
of May 30, 1941, which was intended for the English government. (50) 


In the introduction it is said that a "group of German personalities, which included 
leading men from all walks of life," was "ready to take responsibility for the formation 
of a government.” However, the “authoritative personalities” wanted “to gain clarity 
now as to whether peace negotiations can be started soon after the establishment of 
such a government that rejects National Socialism, in accordance with earlier 
assurances from the British government (51). The “peace goals pursued by the 
German group”, which should be the “basis for negotiations”, are then formulated, 
including: (...) 


“2. Confirmation of the annexations of Austria, Sudetenland and Memelland to 
Germany before the war. 


3. Restoration of Germany's 1914 borders with Belgium, France, Poland. (...) 


5. Return of the German colonies or equivalent colonial territories with the 
simultaneous establishment of an international mandate system for all colonies. 


6. No war compensation, joint reconstruction." 


Even more astonishing than the matter-of-factness with which Alsace-Lorraine, 
Eupen-Malmedy and the so-called "Polish Corridor" were claimed for Germany are 
the "peace proposals" that Goerdeler was courting long after Stalingrad, in the fall of 
1943 what British negotiating partners believed they could expect. 


You can read there: )52) 
"We assume that, 


1. that Germany must be morally and materially strong for the sake of the German 
people, the peoples of Europe and peace; 


2. that there are conflicting interests between England and Russia from East Asia to 
the Mediterranean, from the Mediterranean to the North Atlantic, which are based on 
the nature of the conditions; 


3. that Europe needs protection against Russian dominance; 


4. that this security can currently only be guaranteed for a longer period by England 
or Germany; 


51 


Machine Translated by Google 


Kurt Gossweiler: How could this happen? part 1 


5. that it is doubtful whether America will permanently provide forces for this security; 


6. that it therefore makes sense and is necessary to realize the natural community of interests 
between England and Germany because it would fulfill all of these requirements; 


7. that this realization can only take place if the European peoples come together in freedom 
and independence to form an eternal peace alliance in which neither Germany nor any other 
power claims supremacy; 


8. That no white people may contribute to enabling Japan to expand at the expense of other 
white peoples or China; ...." 


Starting from these premises, Goerdeler comes to the following German ones 
Requirements: 


“Any plans to divide Germany must always create tensions in Germany and thus in Europe. ... . 
The German borders that come into consideration are: 


- in the east, for example, the Reich border from 1914; 


- in the south, the border including Austria recognized at the Munich Conference in 1938; 


South Tyrol, a purely German country, must also return to Germany as far as the Bozen- 
Meran bordev...; 


- in the West the Alsace-Lorraine question is difficult to resolve; there will be no peace if 
Alsace-Lorraine is conquered in its old form by Germany or France; There are two other 
options: a) either Alsace-Lorraine becomes an autonomous country roughly in the same 
position as Switzerland, or b) the language border is determined by a neutral commission, as 


it was in 1918 and 1938. 
The border between France and Germany must lie between these two lines; ... . 


- In the north, the fair border with Denmark must be determined in a similar way to the west... 


This territorial existence of the German Reich presupposes an understanding about (about, 
not: with! KG) Poland. As far as can now be overlooked, the existence of Poland depends on 
the German front in the east holding the Polish eastern border from 1938 (i.e. including West 
Belarus and West Ukraine! KG). If it collapses, Poland will be lost to Russia. ... . Poland can 
replace West Prussia and Poznan through a state union with Lithuania (i.e. one 
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Soviet republic! KG). This will help both peoples and give Poland access to the 
sea. .... 


There is no thought of making amends for the damage caused to European and 
other peoples by Hitlerism. Even before this war, Hitler had plunged Germany into 
enormous debt. ... . 


At present there is a uniform Bolshevik system in Russia. ... . If today's Russia 
exercises supremacy over Europe, the Central and Western European peoples, 
weakened by the war, moved by passion, faced with seemingly impossible tasks, 
will first fall into radical Bolshevism. That would be the death of European culture 
and the reputation of Europe and would probably also be a great danger for 
England. But Russia will become even more dangerous if it gradually returns to 
the true laws of economics and politics. Because then his power will become even 
greater. Russia is probably the only power on earth that could threaten the lives 
of the English Empire without a large fleet. It is, of course, England's own 
responsibility to examine this situation and to draw whatever conclusion it deems 
necessary in its interests. We can only express our opinion, and that is that all 
European peoples west of Russia are against Russian superiority 


and must secure dominance. Neither France nor Italy nor any association of 
smaller nations can provide this security at present. 

Germany can still do it if it hunts down the criminals in time and punishes them, 
and if England and America give it the opportunity to liquidate the war without 
collapse. One obstacle to this is the demand for unconditional surrender. The 
events in Italy should serve as a warning. In any case, one thing is mathematically 
certain: If Germany is asked to surrender unconditionally at the decisive moment, 
the German soldier will also lay down his arms in the East just like any other 
soldier in the world would do. This would allow Russia to advance. No one knows 
where it will stop. ... . 

The fastest way for the Anglo-Saxon empires to release most of 
their forces for East Asia is if European security against Russia can be provided 
by Europe itself. ... . It will be necessary to bring the European peoples together 
to achieve this, but this will take time. In the meantime, it would be Germany's job 
to take on this protection. This is only possible if one does not demand total 
disarmament." 


There can be not the slightest doubt about the character of this so-called peace 
plan: it is nothing other than a repetition of the attempt of 1918 to achieve a "mild" 
peace for German imperialism by offering to take on the role of a bulwark against 
Bolshevism. Man compare 
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with Goerdeler's memorandum above, the following excerpts from Albert Ballin's notes 
for Wilhelm II from the beginning of September 1918: (53) 


“Everything essential could still be saved. .... We have big trump cards in our hands: 


1. The occupied countries. We can say that if you enter into a worthy peace and league 
of nations with us, we will hand over the occupied territories and save you the terribly 
difficult task of throwing us out, which may be difficult to accomplish in years. 


2. The rapid and clever modernization (the expression is more correct and less 
poisonous than democratization) of the empire. This modernization is also the only 
means of securing the dynasty in the long term. 


We have the following active members in the opposing camp: ... . The general need to 
save the billions invested in Russia and to protect Russian natural resources from 
destruction and to protect the countries of Europe from Bolshevik contamination. 


What do we need and must we strive to maintain? 
1. Fair play in the distribution of raw materials ... . 
2. Securing the territorial existence of the empire and productive colonial possessions. 


3. The internal modernization of the empire must, if possible, be completed before 
negotiations begin, otherwise it will appear forced by the opponents and endanger the 
dynasty." (54) 

It is almost astonishing how similar the spirit and content of both records are from such 
different men with such different origins and such different characters. This is because 
both express the same class interest in a similar basic situation. 


The task facing Goerdeler in 1943/44 was perhaps even more complicated and insoluble 
than that faced by Ballin in September 1918. 


In order to achieve their goal, Goerdeler and his business friends not only had to 
persuade one opponent - the Anglo-Saxon powers - to forego the already certain victory 
over their German competitor in order to instead leave the latter the opportunity to win 
again to seize leadership in Europe; They also had to find people among the German 
generals who were, firstly, capable and, secondly, able to be persuaded to remove the 
main obstacle to negotiations with the Western powers, Hitler. The 
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Initiating negotiations with the Western powers was the responsibility of politicians, 
diplomats, businessmen and churchmen. However, the domestic political conditions for 
negotiations could only be created by the military. 


Therefore, shortly after Stalingrad, Goerdeler wrote a memorandum for the generals 
(55) in which he explained in the most emphatic terms the necessity of action against 
Hitler and the possibility of an agreement with the Western powers. He began this 
memorandum by quoting excerpts from a note from the summer of 1918 to General 
Ludendorff, which were in fact very suitable to give his own argument the emphasis of 
historically proven truth. In this memorandum from 1918, its author - Major Niemann - 
Ludendorff demonstrated the different tasks of the military and the political leader: “The 
soldier must believe in victory, and a supreme army command that does not have the 
faith and will Breaking down the enemy's resistance by force of arms would not be up 
to the task. 


The politician who has to evaluate the weapon successes in terms of their impact on 
the future worldview sees the military successes from a different perspective... If the 
weapon successes can be increased to such an extent that the enemy's auxiliary forces 
can be exhausted, then the politician's task is proportionate 

simply. .... The task becomes different and more complicated when armed force is not 
sufficient to radically eliminate the enemy's will. The success of weapons can then no 
longer be seen as a political means of coercion, but only as a means of pressure. ... . If 
the war continues, then we must enter the descending branch of the curve. ...We need 
our military forces as a means of pressure 


take advantage of it while we still have military superiority. 


If we come to the negotiating table in the face of relegation, then we will play without 
atouts. The means of pressure then becomes less effective day by day." (56) 


This was Goerdeler's main idea and most serious argument to convince the generals of 
the necessity of action against Hitler: If people hesitate any longer, it will be too late to 
use military power as a means of pressure. “The decisive factor is the fact,” he 
commented on the usefulness of Niemann's statements, “that the German forces in all 
areas are now approaching the state of being used up, that we are in the descending 
line, while the enemy's use of forces is still one capable of significant improvement." (57) 
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In order to make this very clear to the generals, Goerdeler gave a drastic 
description of the general decline in the domestic political, economic and military 
spheres, which could only end in a complete collapse, even worse than that of 
1918, if it was not caused by a decisive act is stopped. It is significant that 
Goerdeler apparently considered one of the most effective arguments to be the 
claim that through Hitler's leadership, "our fatherland is gradually being bolshevized 
not only economically but morally.” (58) On the other hand, he rubs the generals’ 
noses at the numerous humiliations that occurred They had had to put up with 
Hitler: Hitler was not a general, the generalship had only been attributed to him 
through propaganda; but he had "put up with the real generals as he saw fit, here 
with promotions, there with hasty dismissals, even with punishments . He never 
shied away from placing responsibility for the disaster in Moscow (winter 1941/42) 
on them and spreading the word that it was only due to his personal intervention 
on the battlefield (he tore off the shoulder boards of generals, he gave the furs to 
the wounded Officers were given and they were bandaged!!) succeeded in averting 
the catastrophe." (59) 


As aconclusion to his assessment of the situation, Goerdeler called for "the 
conclusions to be drawn in a timely manner that alone can avert the approaching 
disaster." Military action must be replaced now that the war can no longer be won 
and a more favorable situation for negotiations can no longer be brought about , 
set political action. This is not possible with the current state leadership, so it has 
to “go away”. The situation can still be saved "through the cooperation of decent 
and sensible political and military leadership." There are sufficient numbers of 
trained political minds available in Germany, "but not in official positions at the 
moment." (60) 


After Goerdeler had thus justified the necessity of a coup, he explained to his 
addressees what the most positive goals should be and explained why and under 
what conditions these goals could still be achieved. 

These passages deserve greater interest because they reveal the imperialist 
character of the Goerdeler program most clearly. 


Goerdeler mentioned, first and foremost, the "existence of the Reich within the 
borders of 1914, with the addition of Austria and the Sudetenland" as goals that 
could still be achieved through correct action. One must work with the French with 


regard to a future European policy in which... "timely protection of sensibilities can 
bring enormous fruits", perhaps agree on a language limit. 


56 


Machine Translated by Google 


Kurt Gossweiler: How could this happen? part 1 


Goerdeler named the second still achievable goal as “Germany's leading position on 
the continent” and the third as the recovery of South Tyrol. He said that the Western 
powers would “be happy to let it fall back to Germany today if we ourselves are able 
to occupy it. "(!) 


With regard to the colonies, Goerdeler found that the time to “acquire colonies now” 
had passed. On the other hand, it was still possible to reach an agreement with the 
victorious powers after some time about Germany’s participation “in the administration 
and ownership of colonies... . . Gradually, with energetic and skillful pursuit of goals, 
German colonial activity can be achieved." (61) 


Goerdeler then felt compelled to justify the feasibility of these daringly optimistic 
goals. These goals, he explained, were still achievable because of the alignment of 
interests between the Anglo-Saxon powers and Germany: 


"a) England and the USA have the same vital interest as Germany in Europe coming 
to rest as soon as possible in order to give them the overflowing raw materials and... 
To be able to exchange foods. ... - However, such an orderly, peacefully 
working Europe can only be achieved if its center, Germany, is pacified and satisfied. 


b) The two Anglo-Saxon empires, like Germany, have a vital interest in preventing 
Bolshevism from penetrating further west. 
Only Germany can stop Bolshevism. If Germany is weakened by war loss and 
unfavorable peace, then Bolshevism will find an easier, perhaps all too easy, path to 
the West. 


c) England has a vital interest in ensuring that no strong Russia emerges from this 
war, because this Russia is the only power that can seriously hit England ... even 
without a fleet." 


The English would see very clearly "that France can no longer be a dam on the 
mainland," which is why they "must now be determined to strive for a new balance, 
something like: Europe with German strength against Russia." 


Goerdeler concluded the presentation of the reasons for the achievement of the goals 
he mentioned by stating that after the necessary change in the leadership of the 
Reich, the next steps “could then be dedicated to detente with the Western powers, 
which would make it possible to use all the military forces of the German people to 
concentrate on the East.” (62) 
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But the prerequisites for all of this are: 


“a) Our Wehrmacht must not yet appear incapable of continuing to wage war; Victory 
must not be close to the opponent. In particular, the German Wehrmacht must remain 
capable of holding the Eastern Front no further west than Poland's old eastern border. 
This is important because we will then hold the key to Poland's fate in our hands, both 
against the Poles and the Anglo-Saxons. 


b) Our armament potential must not be allowed to continue through destruction and destruction 
Objectivity can be reduced. 


c) Germany must receive decent, knowledgeable leadership." 
His ideas about the future of Poland are also characteristic of the character of 
Goerdeler's program. “The integration of Poland into Germany would not be a blessing 
for us either. An independent, properly treated Poland will naturally have to seek 
economic and political ties to Germany." (63) 


In order to dispel the generals' concerns about the demanded coup, Goerdeler also put 
forward two further arguments, namely, firstly, "that it has also become clear in leading 
party circles that things will not continue like this, either personally or objectively." which 
gives the Wehrmacht the opportunity to “go together with these party forces,” and 
secondly, that a process of radicalization is underway among the workers, which, if 
allowed to progress through inaction, “will be much worse (will) assume consequences 
as 1918." (64) 


We have quoted so extensively from the Goerdeler memoranda in order to demonstrate 
that the objective set out in them corresponds exactly to what we outlined as the second 
variant of an imperialist attitude towards the impending defeat. 


An important question is the relationship between variant one and variant two. 


There is undoubtedly a big difference between an attitude that, out of fear of revolution, 
prefers to stick with Hitler through thick and thin in the vague hope that the anti-Hitler 
coalition will fall apart before its own total defeat, and the attitude represented by 
Goerdeler To actively accelerate the break of the anti-Hitler coalition through a coup 
against Hitler and “modernization” of the regime. 
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A search for the motives of these different attitudes will reveal that in the first case 
the fear of the unforeseeable consequences of the disappearance of the integrative 
effect of the leader myth is greater than the fear of the consequences of defeat 

and unconditional surrender. Or to put it positively: in the first case, confidence in 
the effectiveness of the class solidarity of the imperialist victors with the imperialist 
loser is greater than confidence in the possibility of a coup d'état behind the backs 
of the people, a coup without the risk of triggering movements from below to the 
civil war. In the second variant, things are almost the opposite. 


It makes sense to follow up on such statements with considerations as to whether 
different economic interests or relationships can be assumed behind such different 
behaviors, for example to the extent that the former attitude is characteristic of 
such companies and their managers who maintained their business relationships 


throughout the entire war to US capital and which would therefore not be hit as 
hard as others even by a total collapse. 


The difficulty, however, is that all such assumptions must remain pure speculation 
due to a lack of conclusive evidence. We do know some names of monopoly 
masters who certainly knew about Goerdeler's plans and were perhaps even 
among their inspiration. But that doesn't mean we know anything about the attitude 


of everyone else, whether they knew about these plans and, if so, how they felt 
about them. 


All we can say with certainty is that there was certainly not a single German 
captain of industry who, in view of the foreseeable military defeat, did not think 
about what political way out of the militarily hopeless situation could be, and who 
did not place his hopes on the Western powers More precisely, it was based on 
exploiting the desire of the Western powers to halt the Red Army's advance as far 
as possible in the east. However, whether the majority of the German monopoly 
masters preferred the first or the second of the above-mentioned variants of an 
imperialist solution - that can hardly be said with certainty. Certainly, there is much 
to suggest that the majority of German business leaders supported the first option. 
But it could just as well have been different, because the option for one of the two 
variants did not have to have any effect on practical action, for the following 
reasons: 


Firstly, due to the aforementioned division of labor between business leaders, 
politicians and military officers. Also for the monopoly ruler who is planning a coup 


59 


Machine Translated by Google 


Kurt Gossweiler: How could this happen? part 1 


and was one of its initiators, it remained up to the politicians and the military to 
prepare and carry out the undertaking; his own share could be limited to more or 
less discreet funding. 


Second: Whether option for variant | or Il - in both cases, as we have already 
seen, the economic leaders faced the same task in their own area of activity, 
namely to ensure the highest performance of the German war economy. 


The situation was similar with post-war planning. The considerations about which 
strategy the German economy (ie German monopoly capital) could use to emerge 
from the war as unscathed as possible and to compensate for the inevitable losses 
as quickly as possible were largely neutral with regard to how the war ended and 
when. Because the coup failed, but the planning of course continued and took on 
more and more concrete form, it subsequently appears as if everyone involved in 
these planning - 

So almost all of the relevant circles of the German monopoly bourgeoisie did not 
even think about a coup, as if they had only considered the first option. But this is 
a retrospective that can certainly be misleading about the true facts. 


Thirdly: Until around the spring of 1944, the absolute prerequisite for full, active 
support for a coup against Hitler, even among the conspirators, and especially 
among the monopolistic sympathizers, was the assurance from the Western 
powers that they would make a separate peace with his successors in the event 
of Hitler's removal to conclude the most favorable conditions for Germany. (65) 
Roosevelt's and Churchill's determination in Casablanca in January 1943 to 
conduct the war until the unconditional surrender of Germany and Japan was a 
severe blow to any hopes of receiving such an assurance. From now on, the main 
task of the conspirators, from the standpoint of the monopoly masters who 
supported them, was to achieve the withdrawal of the Casablanca formula in the 
numerous negotiations with the middlemen and politicians of the Western powers. 
(66) Since these efforts were unsuccessful - and had to remain unsuccessful 
because the war had long since become a war of the peoples against the fascist 
powers - the monopolistic sympathizers also remained in a cautious wait-and-see 
position towards the conspirators. 


For Goerdeler himself and other participants in the conspiracy, however, the 
ineffectiveness of attempts to achieve the hoped-for withdrawal of the demand for 
"unconditional surrender" led them to move towards the third variant. 
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This third variant was the so-called "Western Solution". It envisaged opening the 
front in the west to allow the troops of the Western Allies to advance quickly, 
unhindered to the east, so that they could forestall the Red Army in occupying 
Germany and especially Berlin . (67) In essence, this “solution” meant the 
undeclared, unconditional surrender to the Western powers, with an intensified 
continuation of the war against the Soviet Union. This variant was advocated by 
Schacht and his confidant, the double agent Hans Bernd Gisevius, among the 
conspirators. Gisevius, Rudolf Diels' defeated rival in 1935 as head of Géring's 
Prussian Secret State Police, had been vice consul and counterintelligence agent 
at the German Consulate General in Zurich since 1943 and at the same time an 
agent of the American Office of Strategy Service (OSS), which was headed by 
Allan Dulles. Dulles, who had been residing in Switzerland, in Bern, since the end 
of 1942 in order to be able to establish a network of agents in Europe from there, 
used Gisevius to win the conspirators over to the "Western solution.” (68) 


This solution appeared to Goerdeler and others to be the only possible solution in 
July 1944. Gerhard Ritter wrote: “The opposition leaders were now almost ready 
to accept the formula 'unconditional submission’ to the Western powers - of course 
still confident that in their camp sober reasons of state will ultimately prevail over 
the naked desire for destruction, that common interests in the Preservation of 
Western culture would prevail and save the German state from the fate of total 
destruction. Apparently the idea was not just of an armistice with a shortening of 
the Western Front... but of a kind of unification of German and Anglo-Saxon armed 
forces - at least an immediate occupation of all of Germany from the west before 
the Red Armies overran Poland and reached the eastern borders of the Reich 
would have." (69) 


The imperialist, class egoistic character of this conception, which was completely 
indifferent to the lives of the soldiers who were to be burned in the ongoing war 
against the Soviet Union, because its sole aim was the preservation of capitalist 
property, is obvious. (70) Nevertheless, of all three, this variant corresponded least 
to what most German monopolists considered expedient at the time. They were 
not prepared to give up all the bargaining chips of occupied territories and military 
power without anything in return; Even among the conspirators, Schacht and 
Gisevius were viewed with suspicion and distrust because of their propagation of 
extradition to the Americans, for better or for worse, and were kept away from the 
core of the conspiracy. So much for the three variants of an imperialist response 
to the impending defeat. 
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However, as is well known, there were also other than imperialist aspirations and 
ideas in the circle of the conspirators, namely those whose primary concern was 
not the preservation of capitalist property relations, but rather the elimination of a 
regime of crime, the quickest end to the war and the creation of a new one , 
socially fairer and more humane - 

albeit of course bourgeois - post-war order in Germany. These directions, which 
can be outlined with the circle of officers around Colonel Claus Graf Schenk von 
Stauffenberg and with the Kreisau Circle, are known from several publications, so 
it is not necessary to explain their concept in detail. (71) In order to underline the 
fundamental difference between their position and that of the Goerdeler circle, we 
should simply point out the following facts: 


While for Goerdeler, in view of the impossibility of reaching an agreement with the 
Western powers on joint action against the Soviet Union, the main motive for 
taking action against Hitler had disappeared and he was of the opinion that things 
should now be left to their own devices (72). Stauffenberg's comrades-in-arms, 
Major General Henning von Tresckow, countered such a view with the following 
words: “The assassination attempt must take place, coúte que coúte. If it doesn't 
succeed, action must still be taken in Berlin. Because what matters is no longer 
the practical purpose, but rather the fact that the German resistance movement 
has dared to make the decisive throw before the world and before history. 
Everything else is irrelevant." (73) 


While the Goerdeler circle only planned contact with the Soviet side as a means 
of exerting pressure on the Western powers (74), the Stauffenberg group 
advocated real negotiations on peace conditions with both sides, with the Western 
powers and the Soviet Union. (75) Significantly, an agreement to conduct future 
negotiations not only with the West but also with the Soviet Union was only 
reached on July 16, at a meeting in Stauffenberg's apartment at which Goerdeler 
was not present. (76) 


While the Goerdeler group's unshakable goal remained a unilateral special peace 
with the Western powers and continuation of the war against the Soviet Union, the 
Stauffenberg group advocated an immediate end to the war on all fronts. 


Although Stauffenberg and his closest friends were the driving force and soul of 
the action in the weeks and days before July 20th and during the assassination 
attempt itself, the design of the coup clearly bore the stamp of the upper bourgeois- 
imperialist participants in the conspiracy. The most difficult problem 
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For them, it was how to avoid shaking the mass base if Hitler were eliminated and 
how to compensate for the loss of the effect of the Hitler myth in order to exclude 
any independent movement from below. In contrast, a consistently democratic 
anti-fascist action against Hitler should have been interested in helping to ensure 
success by mobilizing all opponents of Hitler in the country. However, it was 
precisely the mobilization of the masses that Goerdeler and his group feared most. 


That is why they were decidedly against expanding the basis of the action against 
Hitler to include the communists. And the actually obvious idea of approaching the 
mass of believers through the church authorities immediately after the action and 
calling on them to support the action was not even considered. 


Other plans and decisions were also determined by the fear of the masses. 


For a long time it was controversial how Hitler could be eliminated, through arrest 
or through an assassination attempt. The reason for the assassination attempt 
was the consideration that, on the one hand, Hitler was still so popular among the 
people and in the army that as long as he was still alive, one had to expect that 
those officers and men who were deployed against him and the Nazi leadership 
would refuse to give orders would; On the other hand, the deposition and arrest of 
Hitler could lead to an undesirable increase in the activity of the anti-fascist forces, 
overall to polarization among the people and in the army and to the danger of civil 
war. All of this would be circumvented by an assassination attempt because it 
would avoid a conflict of loyalties in the army and doubts and uncertainties among 
the population about the legitimacy of the new government. 


It could be argued that, under the circumstances at the time, action against Hitler 
could not be prepared other than in a strictly conspiratorial manner, and that there 
was in fact no other way to bring about a change than by murdering Hitler. 


Both apply to the time of the attack; However, the "conditions at that time" were 
only as they were because the leaders of bourgeois society had designed them 
that way, but they were by no means inviolable and unshakable. There was 
certainly the possibility for various social leaders to use other than conspiratorial 
means to suppress the burden on the masses to transform paralyzing fear of 
terror into courage to resist and to break the effectiveness of the Hitler myth if they 
had been interested. For example, it would not have been possible for the leaders 
of both churches to agree on doing what is almost a given today in Latin American 
dictatorships, 
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namely, to speak out in front of one's own believers and in front of the whole world 
against the violation of the norms of Christian commandments? What else 
prevented them more than the fear of weakening the fighting power of the regime 
whose victory over atheist Bolshevism they wanted? 


And wouldn't it have been possible for the field marshals and generals - even 
without danger to life and limb - to stand united against Hitler's militarily senseless 
orders to hold out or simply ignore them? What else prevented them more than 
the fear that such a step would not only question Hitler's authority, but also the 
smooth functioning of the German war machine, and the fear of losing the ability 
to continue the war against the Soviet Union and at least hold on to the stolen 
countries as bargaining chips? 


What has been said so far refutes all views according to which the failure of the 
attempt to overthrow Hitler was proof of his dictatorial omnipotence, to which even 
the economically powerful were subject. Firstly, there can be no question of the 
entire monopoly bourgeoisie being united in the will to overthrow Hitler. Of the 
three imperialist alternatives, only one envisaged the elimination of Hitler as 
mandatory. Secondly, Goerdeler's transition to the position of the Western solution 
in the days immediately before the assassination suggests that his industrial 
friends and mentors also saw no sense in an assassination attempt, given the 
likelihood of not reaching a separate peace with the Western powers even after 
Hitler was overthrown were able to see more or came to the conclusion under 


these circumstances 
the risk of a revolution is not worth it. 


In contrast to Goerdeler, however, the military participants in the conspiracy 
pushed - especially here. Stauffenberg and his friends - took action even more 
energetically after the Allies landed in France, without waiting any longer for the 


results of negotiations with the Western powers. (77) The courageous act of July 
20th is primarily their work. 


The fact that it ended in failure because Hitler remained alive was a coincidence. 
However, the fact that the entire enterprise failed was no coincidence, but the 
inevitable consequence of planning that the enterprise wanted to carry out behind 
the backs of the people and therefore had not taken any precautions in the event 
that the assassination attempt failed , because people were afraid of the 
consequences of the emergence of two competing centers of power. 


How much the reactionary, anti-popular conception of the Goerdeler circle affects the whole thing 
The way he left his mark on the company is also done with emphatic clarity 
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from the prepared calls of the conspirators, especially from the draft of a 

government declaration, which is an example of a bureaucratic system that 

rigorously disregards the vital interests of the masses and which is almost impossible to belie 
official proclamation. (78) 


The most burning question for the German people, the question of what the 
government intends to do to end the war, is not only not at the forefront of this 
declaration - it was not considered worthy of being addressed in a separate section 
at all . Only under the heading "Securing the currency" is this most urgent of all 
questions addressed - in order to casually let it be known that the war is intended 
to continue: "But there is still a war. In it, all of our work, sacrifice and love for the 
men are due , who defend the fatherland at the front. We have to give them all the 
spiritual and material values that we can possibly create. We stand in line with 
them, but now we all know that only those for the defense of the fatherland and for 
the good sacrifices that serve the people's desire for conquest and the need for 
prestige of a madman are required, and that we will continue to wage this war with 
clean hands, with decency, and with the honor that characterizes every good 
soldier until a just peace is achieved. " (79) 


Compare this with the manifesto written a year earlier by the National Committee 
for Free Germany, with which it addressed the Wehrmacht and the German people 
and in which the way to an immediate end to the war was shown: “Such a 
government must end the war immediately ", bring the German troops back to the 
borders of the Reich and initiate peace negotiations, giving up all conquered 
areas.” (80) 


The NKFD manifesto had also shown the only viable path to victory over Hitler: “It 
(the new government, KG) can only emerge from the freedom struggle of all 
classes of the people, supported by combat groups that come together to 
overthrow Hitler. The forces in the army that are loyal to the people and the 


fatherland must play a decisive role in this.” 


Applied to the circumstances of July 20th, that would have meant, regardless of 
the outcome of the attack, planning for the putsch to disarm the SS with reliable 
troops and to use these weapons to attack the anti-fascists, the political prisoners 
and concentration camp inmates who were to be released illegal fighters who arm 
foreign forced laborers. 


Of course, victory over Hitler would not have been achieved without fighting and 
bloodshed. The NKFD manifesto said: “We know: Sacrifices are inevitable. But 
the more determined the fight, the fewer they will be 
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is waged against Hitler. The sacrifices in the fight for Germany's liberation will be a 


thousand times less than the senseless sacrifices that a continuation of the war 
would require." 


The draft of Goerdeler's government declaration, on the other hand, makes it clear 
that the intention was to continue to treat the Germans as subjects who had to wait 
patiently for the orders of their superiors and follow them without objection, and at 
least to forego any initiative of their own in the fight against Nazism had. That's why 
the first section of the government declaration was about the "restoration of law", 
which meant as much, if not more, the securing of the authority of the state as the 
elimination of Nazi injustice. It also said: "The concentration camps will be closed 
as soon as possible Possibly (!) dissolved, the innocent are released, the guilty are 
brought to the regular trial." And further: “But we also expect that no one will carry 
out lynchings. If we want to restore the majesty of law, we must expend all our 
energy against personal retribution, which is only humanly comprehensible from 
suffering injustice and from wounding the soul. Anyone who has something on their 
mind can report it in any public place they want. His ad will be forwarded to the right 
place. The guilty will face relentless punishment. But the ad must be true. Untruthful 
reports are punished, anonymous reports go into the trash." (81) 


The fact that the main concern of the inspirers of this government declaration was 
not the liquidation of the Nazi regime, but rather the continuation of the war, becomes 
clear in the following passage: “All Germans who feel and act German belong 
together. The only separation that can be made is between crime and 
unscrupulousness on the one hand and decency and cleanliness on the other. On 
this basis we want to pursue the internal reconciliation of the people with all our 
strength. Because only if we remain united, on the basis of justice and decency, can 
we survive the battle of fate in which God places our people." (82) 


These and the other proclamations that were prepared for a successful coup clearly 
bear the signature of the Goerdeler group. That 

There may have been several reasons why Stauffenberg and his friends did not 
insist on incorporating more of their ideas into these programmatic documents; on 
the one hand, that their main focus was on preparing the assassination attempt and 
recruiting potential collaborators among the commanders, and they had their hands 
full with that; but probably also that they too were still caught up in the idea that 
there had to be an elite that gave the people its power from above 
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liberation, and furthermore that the thought of the possibility of the German people 
splitting into two warring camps made them recoil. 


In his keynote speech at the above-mentioned conference on the 40th anniversary 
of July 20th, Kurt Finker asked the question: “Was the July 20th conspiracy a 
movement within the ruling class to seek a way out of the lost war of aggression 
or was it an attempt a group within the ruling class to consistently break with the 
suicidal war policy and thereby open up the possibility of an alliance with anti- 
fascist popular forces?" (83) Finker himself did not give an explicit answer to this 
initial question. 


This question cannot be answered as an either/or question, but only with: both 
and. The conspiracy did not have a unified character; On the part of the Goerdeler 
group, however, it was conceived and designed as an attempt at an imperialist, 
anti-Soviet, revolution-preventing way out (84), but by the patriotic forces around 
Stauffenberg and the Kreisau Circle as an attempt to save Germany from the 
catastrophe through its liberation the Hitler clique and the Nazi regime with the aim 
of ending the war and establishing a renewed, socially just, humanistic post-war 
Germany. 


Because of this ambiguous character of the conspiracy, it is impossible to make a 
certain statement about which conception - that of the Goerdeler circle or that of 
the progressive-patriotic forces - would have initially prevailed after a successful 
assassination attempt. 


One thing, however, can be assumed with certainty: the rousing effect of Hitler's 
killing would have eased the paralysis of the political thinking and actions of the 
mass of the German people caused by terror and faith in Hitler, and would have 
provided the anti-fascist fighters with more favorable conditions for enlightenment 
and for the mobilization of the masses to fight for an immediate end to the war and 
for a consistent reckoning with the fascist criminals and thus created the conditions 
for previously blocked developments. 


For this reason, the courageous act of July 20th was immediately welcomed by 
the leadership of the Communist Party, the National Committee for Free Germany, 
and all anti-fascists in the hope that it would be the prelude to the fight of the 
German people against the Nazi regime. And for this reason, we today also 
appreciate this act, without, however, foregoing the scrutiny of scientific analysis 
and uncovering its contradictions and inconsistencies. 
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For quite a few people, the reference to the regime's cruel and bloody reckoning with the 
conspirators is an impressive argument for the claim that July 20th proves that Hitler 
exercised an absolute dictatorship over all classes of the population. However, upon closer 
inspection, this argument also turns out to be unsound. 


Firstly: It was already shown at the beginning that the arbitrariness of the terror of 
Himmler's black captors and torturers had their very specific limits, through which the 


representatives of big capital were removed from their grasp 
were. 


Secondly, however, the wave of terror that swept across Germany after the assassination 
attempt and is usually portrayed solely as the result of Hitler's thirst for revenge, or at most 
as Himmler's rage, actually served what was most important to the monopoly masters: the 
Preventing the agitation of the people triggered by the assassination attempt from becoming 
the starting point for a shake-up of the regime and a breach of the dams securing power. 


In view of the successful opening of the second front and the further advance of the Red 
Army, the assassination attempt had to be recognized in wide circles of the German people 
as an admission of the inevitable defeat, and there was an acute danger of the collapse of 
the "perseverance morale", the danger of a broadening of resistance the continuation of 
the war, in short: the beginning of a development such as that which had been used in the 
army and in the rear in 1917 and which had reached its climax in November 1918. 


It wasn't just the Nazi clique that was threatened by this danger. Given the strength and 
proximity of the Red Army, a revolution in Germany would - or so the rulers feared - no 
longer end with a defeat for the workers as in 1918, but would liquidate the capitalist order 
in Germany once and for all. 

In the situation that arose, this danger could only be countered by extremely increasing the 
use of precisely those means that had already proven to be most effective before the attack 
- through terror and the Hitler myth. 


It was therefore in keeping with the interests of the German imperialists as well as those of 
the Nazi clique that the people were told that the conspirators were just a small group of 
dishonorable traitors and criminals, and that a cruel example was made of them in order to 
create the highest degree of intimidation and deterrence to achieve. Incidentally, Hitler and 
Himmler's murder orders were not even necessary to liquidate the conspirators; their 
“comrades” 
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started doing this on their own initiative. Even before Himmler arrived in Berlin on 
the evening of July 20th, Stauffenberg's superior, the commander of the reserve 
army, had General Fromm, Colonel General Bock, Colonel Mertz von Quirnheim, 
General Olbricht, Lieutenant von Haeften and Colonel Stauffenberg arrested and 
the had the latter four shot in a hurry in the courtyard of the Bendler block, while 
he put a pistol in Beck's hand so that he could end his own life. The Wehrmacht 
leadership then announced, just as they had in 1934, the murder of General von. 
Schleicher and v. Bredow had approved, now exposed the officers involved in the 
conspiracy to the Freisler blood court by setting up a "court of honor" that expelled 
those concerned from the Wehrmacht. 


The clearest evidence that the wave of terror was by no means just a campaign of 
revenge against the conspirators, but rather an action with the aim of securing the 
system, aimed primarily at the beheading of the workers' movement, was the wave 
of arrests and murders in July and August 1944 its climax on August 22nd, the 
"Aktion Thunderstorm" (85) It was now not enough to just kill the leaders of the 
Communist Party - above all Ernst Thalmann, then Bernhard Bastlein, Anton 
Saefkow, Franz Jacob, Theodor Neubauer, Ernst Schneller, Putting Albert Kuntz 
and many others behind prison walls and barbed wire, but systematically physically 
liquidating them, shows most clearly that it was not just a matter of protecting the 
Nazi regime from its most implacable enemies, but of making provisions for the 
time after Hitler . 


The downside of the increased terror was the fomentation of irrational belief in the 
miracle-working leader. 


The draft appeals of the Goerdeler group show that the plan was to declare Hitler 
to be solely responsible for the path to defeat and for the crimes of the SS, but 
also of the Wehrmacht, should the coup succeed. It was therefore not intended to 
tell the people the whole truth about whose orders and interests this war had been 
started; the Hitler myth was not to be demystified, it was only to be turned inside 
out in order to continue to have the same effect: the to keep masses compliant 
with trust in leadership; to prevent the people from reflecting on their own interests 
and their own strength. 


The failure of the putsch prevented the Hitler myth from being overturned. For this 
reason it has now been brought to its highest effectiveness in its original form. 

In order to absorb the shock that the "final victory" belief had received from the 
assassination attempt, the failure of the attack was used to reinforce the Hitler myth 
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to make it even more effective than before for the continuation of the war. Hitler's 
supposedly "miraculous" rescue was presented by propaganda as visible proof 
that "Providence" had chosen Hitler for great things. 

Anyone who escaped death in such a miraculous way must also be trusted to turn 
a seemingly hopeless military situation for the better and to achieve victory for the 
German people at the last minute. 


None other than Goerdeler confirmed through his stance that such an interpretation 
of the outcome of the assassination attempt corresponded not only to the interests 
of the Hitler clique, but to those of the imperialist bourgeoisie, of which he was the 
class-conscious representative. In a petition to Hitler, written shortly after his 
admission to prison in August 1944, he wrote: “If we place the fatherland above 
everything, which is our belief, then we must respect July 20th as a final judgment 
from God. The leader is saved from almost certain death. 

God did not want Germany's existence, for the sake of which | wanted to participate 
and have participated, to be bought with a bloody deed; he also entrusted this task 
to the Fuhrer. That is an old German opinion. Every German in the ranks of the 
revolutionary movement is now obliged to stand behind the leader who has been 
saved by God, and to give him without reservation the resources that should be 
made available to a new government; He decides whether he wants to use it, 
whether he thinks it is useful." (86) With this justification, Goerdeler offered Hitler 

to negotiate with Western diplomacy no longer for the opposition, but for Hitler. 
Goerdeler stuck to this offer even after his He declared to an emissary of Walter 
Schellenberg (head of the Office VI Foreign Intelligence Service - the Reich Security 
Main Office) that he would be willing to contact the "greatest enemy of the 
communists", Churchill, through his Swedish friend Wallenberg. 


Goerdeler's views may have evolved in many respects under the pressure of 
events - as Kurt Finker noted in his paper (87); However, as the above-mentioned 
and other unnamed testimonies prove, what remained unchanged was anti- 
communism, even in his prison cell, with death in front of his eyes every day, as 
the basis of his views and actions. 


IV. 
If we examine July 20, 1944 from the perspective of fascism theory, then we must 
assume that we are dealing with an event in the final phase of German fascism 


under extreme conditions, that we are dealing with German imperialism's search 
for a way out of defeat and into survival have to do. (88) 
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What exactly these extreme conditions consisted of becomes perhaps most clear 
when we compare this final phase of German fascism with that of Italian fascism, 
and the conditions of the way out for German imperialism with those of Italian 
imperialism. 


The astonishing ease with which the Italian "leader", Mussolini, could be removed 
from power is usually explained by the fact that he still had the king above him, 
who had the right to appoint and remove the prime minister. 

But constitutional questions are, as we know, questions of power. If the king had 
not had the power of the army behind him, his constitutional rights would have 
been of very little use to him. And vice versa: If the German military leaders had 
been convinced to the same extent as their Italian colleagues that the dictator had 
to go, then they could have dealt with the "Führer" in the same way as they did 
with the "Duce". 


So you have to dig deeper if you want to get to the bottom of the causes for the 
different course of the final phase of German and Italian fascism. 


First and foremost are the differences in the economic, political and military 
strength of German and Italian imperialism, as well as the different situations from 
which each of them brought fascism to power. 


Italian imperialism - the imperialism of a middle power whose expansionist efforts 
could only take on regional proportions - brought fascism to power in October 1922 
in order to emerge from a post-war crisis. 


German imperialism brought fascism to power after it had overcome its post-war 
weakness in the Weimar Republic, had once again become number two in the 
world of capital economically and was now striving to become number one in every 
respect through a new, better prepared military campaign to become. His drive for 
expansion was therefore global, which means that the discrepancy between goals 
and possibilities was much greater for him than for the Italian one. In Germany, 
fascism had the task, to a much greater extent than in Italy, of bridging this gap 
between ability and desire by brutally eliminating all resistance to war preparation 
and war and by ruthlessly concentrating all the nation's sources of strength on this 
one goal: the fastest possible preparation for war the war, maximum use of all 
national potential for the war. This was the decisive reason why terror was not 
practiced so extreme, cruelly and effectively in any country under fascism 
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The cult of the leader as a means of mass manipulation and mobilization was carried 
so excessively to the point of deifying the man at the top, as in Germany. 


The Italian monopoly bourgeoisie not only did not need to build Mussolini into a 
superhuman messiah figure; This would not have been possible for her if she had 
wanted to. Mussolini came to power too early for that. When the global economic 
crisis hit Italy, the fascists, like the bourgeois governments in all other countries, 
ruthlessly shifted the burden of the crisis onto the working people in the interests of 
capital. The same global economic crisis that enabled Hitler to become the beacon 

of hope for millions of Germans destroyed millions of Italians’ illusions about Mussolini 
and his party as the creator of a new, just order. Mussolini could therefore not play 
the same role in the war for the Italian monopoly bourgeoisie as Hitler did for the 
German one. 


When it became clear - after Stalingrad at the latest - that they had once again 
chosen the wrong ally, they had far less reason to be hesitant about capitulating than 
the German imperialists. 

Italy was not the main enemy in this war, but only the junior partner of the main 
enemy of the anti-Hitler powers, a junior partner who, the longer it went on, had sunk 
more and more to the level of a mere vassal. Although demands for unconditional 
surrender were naturally made to him, he could still count on rewards if he broke 
with Hitler's Germany in time and changed fronts. 


But this required the removal of Mussolini and his Blackshirts from power. Unlike in 
Germany, there were no serious concerns standing in the way of this happening in 
Italy. In contrast to Hitler, Mussolini had become a burden for the Italian monopoly 
bourgeoisie in every respect - not only foreign but also domestic policy. 

He was no longer a factor in reducing the danger of revolution, but the opposite of it: 
as long as he was at the top, the demands of the masses to overthrow the balance 
of power would only become more urgent and threatening. 


On the other hand, the Italian bourgeoisie had to fear the spread of the resistance 
movement far less than the German one: here there was no possibility that it would 
receive support from the Red Army, but it would only have to deal with the Western 
powers as the victorious occupying power, and the would certainly ensure that there 


would be no communist takeover - even if the Italian Communist Party had the 
overwhelming majority of all Italians behind it. 
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This comparative analysis corroborates the previous results 
Investigation: 


First: Hitler and his party were and remained an instrument of the German 
imperialists and not their rulers, even in the final phase of the fascist dictatorship. 


Secondly: In contrast to Italy, this instrument had only become blunt and even a 
hindrance in one respect: foreign policy; On the other hand, it still irreplaceably 


fulfilled its most important, domestic political function of holding back the danger of 
a revolutionary breakthrough. 


Third: Since the German imperialist bourgeoisie, with good reason, feared revolution 
more than defeat, it remained undecided on the question of eliminating Hitler, 
wavering between various options, so that the real determination to act against 
Hitler was limited to the relatively small circle of conspirators remained, who in turn 
were left alone by their class and were and remained isolated from the anti-fascist 
forces among the people. 


This - and not the "omnipotence of Hitler" claimed by bourgeois historiography - 
was the real reason for the failure of the July 20 conspiracy. 
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German imperialism and the place of 
Fascism in its system of rule today 


On the effects of the new international framework on the politics 
of German imperialism and on the fascist organizations. 


The 20th century was filled with the “who-whom” struggle between declining imperialism and 
socialism, which was rising inexorably until 1975. Its role, which was indispensable in the fight 
against the Soviet Union, gave German imperialism the opportunity, after its total defeat at 
the end of its first armed grab for world power, to be so strong and equipped again in a very 
short time with the help of the victors that it could be in its position second world domination 
conquest adventure. And even after his even more total defeat in 1945, the victors - and 
especially the USA, which had become a superpower - helped him again to become the 
strongest imperialist power in capitalist Europe as the main force in the 
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Fight against the Soviet Union and its allies, primarily against its westernmost one, 
the German Democratic Republic. 


When towards the end of the century, thanks to thirty years of undermining work 
by the revisionist 5th column of imperialism in the center of power, the Soviet 
Union collapsed and its European partners disappeared with it from the political 
map of Europe, this was for the sake of all imperialist countries and especially for 
the Federal Republic of Germany the annexation of the GDR was a great victory. 
But this victory also meant a momentous loss for German imperialism: lost was 
the common enemy of world imperialism, whose existence German imperialism 
owed to the fact that its rivals did not liquidate it after its two defeats, but - again 
and again - fought for its rapid strengthening worried - 


plucked up. 


Now he finds himself in a completely different situation: Although he is still a 
“NATO allied partner” of the USA, the common enemy of both has disappeared, 


but their rivalry remains, and it has intensified many times over due to the new 
world situation. 


The end of the “Soviet bloc” was also the starting signal for the beginning of a new 
round in the struggle of the imperialist states to re-divide the world. 

The aim now is, firstly, to obtain the largest share of the spoils from the collapse 
of the “Second World”, the Soviet Union and the socialist states of Europe; 
Secondly, it is about the recolonization or thoroughgoing neo-colonization of the 
countries of the “Third World”, which, with the Soviet Union and its European 
allies, have lost important support in their resistance against imperialist aggression. 
Thirdly, intertwined with this is the fight for the increasingly scarce raw material 
resources, especially those of petroleum, which will only last for decades. But it is 
becoming apparent that drinking water is already one of the contested natural 
resources, and especially in the future. In this struggle for the redivision of the 
world, there is only one superpower - the USA, which sees as its inviolable right to 
impose the "new world order" on the rest of the world based solely on its interests 
and ideas. 


It is usually said that the USA now has only two serious imperialist rivals - Germany 
and Japan. But of the two, only Germany can currently be spoken of as a truly 
serious rival; because Japan is still under strong US control and does not have 

the freedom of movement like the Federal Republic of Germany. And on the other 
hand, Japan has, in contrast to its position before the Second World War 
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has lost its dominance over the East Asian continent, but is instead faced with the 
People's Republic of China, which is rapidly becoming the strongest economic power 
in Asia. 


The position of the Federal Republic of Germany is completely different. German 
imperialism has gained from the two defeats it suffered when it believed it was acting 
alone or with only such weak allies as Austria and Turkey in the first world war, Italy 
and the satellite states of the Berlin-Rome “axis” in Europe in the second world war. 
to be able to conquer the whole rest of the world, learned and from that 

Conclusion drawn: he can no longer make the third attempt at world domination with 
a Europe subjugated by force of arms as his hinterland, but only with a Europe that 
is prepared to recognize Germany as the strongest economic and political power on 
the continent as the leader of a European Union . 


In fact, the Federal Republic of Germany, as the strongest economic power in Europe 
and the third or even second strongest economic power in the world, has achieved 
dominance in the European Union and is striving to make the European Union under 


German leadership an economic, political and military equal to the USA , but then 
expand their power to overtake them. 


However, this EU is still a very loosely united and, due to the numerous divergences 
of interests of its now 25 members, a rather unstable structure that has not yet 
emerged from the zone of danger of collapse and is still facing severe tests, for 
example in the question of Turkey's admission Full member, it stands. If German 
imperialism wants to shape this European Union into the basis from which it can 
successfully lead the fight with US imperialism as a fight by all members of the EU 
and the entire continent of Europe for number one in the world, then it must If we 
take into account the sensitivity of the European peoples that he trampled under his 
boots in the Second World War, then shrill revanchist and nationalistic “Germany 
above all!” tones of “Germany above all!” endanger the project even more than 
toleration of anti-Semitism. It must be replaced by the propagation of a “European 
patriotism”, which can and should include the fact that the “German virtues” are 
supporting elements of a Europe on the way to becoming “the most modern, fastest 
developing and scientifically leading region”. 


All of its parties from the right to the left must take these interests of German 
imperialism into account, which, however, is not without considerable significance, 
especially for the parties in the right-wing spectrum - from the CDU to the neo-fascist 
parties and organizations that maintain the German nationalist and anti-Semitic Nazi 
tradition difficulties are going on. 
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Source: KAZ, Issue 343. Written in January 2005, published in Roland Bach et al. 
(ed.), “Antifascist Heritage in Europe — Festschrift for the 60th. 
Birthday of Prof. Dr. Rolf Richter”, self-published, Berlin, 2005, pp. 121-133, 


Contributions to the analysis of revisionism 


Revisionism — the gravedigger of socialism. 

On the emergence of modern revisionism and its 
establishment in the Soviet Union under Khrushchev 
1953-1964 


It is a great pleasure for me to host this event (the conference “Revisionism - the 
gravedigger of socialism, from the beginnings to bitter defeat” organized by offen- 
siv), reading and discussion with Kurt Gossweiler and Harpal Brar, Berlin, August 
24th 2002) together with comrade Harpal Brar, whom | was able to meet for the 
first time nine years ago in Brussels at the annual May seminar of the Belgian 
Labor Party. 


We all owe a debt of gratitude to the magazine “offen-siv” and its tireless editors, 
Frank and Anna, for being able to appear here together today. 
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| would also like to thank the magazines that were also prepared to print invitation 


advertisements for this event, i.e. the “Junge Welt”, the “Rote Fahne” of the KPD 
and the “UZ” of the DKP. 


The common theme of both speakers today is: “Revisionism — 

Gravediggers of socialism.” This statement is proven by each of the two books to 
be presented today, but they were written completely independently of each other. 
The fact that they nevertheless arrived at exactly the same results confirms the 
correctness of a saying that was common among communists in the past, when 
the world communist movement was still firmly on the foundation of Marxism- 
Leninism, which said: Wherever communists live - whether in Berlin, New York, 
Moscow or Beijing - they will independently take the same position on all crucial 
questions of the class struggle. 


Our starting points were very different simply because of the age difference. As | 
was almost forty at the time, Khrushchev's first three years in power led me to the 
conviction that | wrote down in my political diary on January 19, 1957 with the 
words: “There is no doubt that the party of Lenin and Stalin is at the top currently 
an enemy, a confidant of the imperialist secret services, especially the American 
One, an accomplice of Tito, who has long since become an agent of the Secret 
Service and the CIA.” (Kurt Gossweiler, The Taubenfuß Chronicle or the 
Khrushchewiade 1953 to 1964, Vol. 1 1953 to 1957, Munich 2002, p.209) 


Our approach to analysis is also shaped by our respective specializations: 
Comrade Brar, as an economist, placed the main emphasis on the analysis of 
Gorbachev's and - looking back - Khrushchev's economic policy. My main field of 
investigation, on the other hand, was Khrushchev's internal and external politics, 
politics towards the history of his own party, politics towards the brother parties 
and socialist brother countries - especially towards the GDR, and politics towards 
imperialism. Of course, economic policy did not go unnoticed; | recognized its 
harmful nature wherever | recognized it - e.g. B. in the dissolution of the MTS, in 
the Neulandaktion - , but for such a precise analysis of the “economic reforms” 
under Khrushchev and Brezhnev, as Comrade Brar carried out, | lacked both the 
necessary political-economic knowledge and the necessary material knowledge. 


But no matter where you tackle the politics of the revisionists, you always come to 
the same conclusion: revisionism aims at the restoration of capitalism, and where 
it is not stopped, it becomes the gravedigger of socialism and - this must be 
emphatically supplemented : also the communist one 
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Movement. In this respect, both books complement each other - | would like to say: fortunately - both in 
terms of chronology and in terms of perspective. 
And also in terms of objectives! 


In the last paragraph of his “Perestroika” Comrade Brar writes: 


“The author strives to answer the most important question, namely: How was it possible that...this 
USSR, which broke the necks of a huge Hitlerian war machine, collapsed so ignominiously as a socialist 
state? No one can deny the enormous importance for the entire communist movement of finding a 
correct answer to this question. Only time and further discussion will determine whether the author has 
been successful in answering them correctly.” 


(Perestroika, p.163) 


In the foreword to my “Dovefoot Chronicle” you can read: 


“Since the fall of the Soviet Union and state socialism in Europe, the most important and at the same 
time most tormenting question for every revolutionary socialist has been the question of the causes of 
this human catastrophe... If the chronicle contributes to a unified view of the communist and workers’ 
movements To get closer to the actual causes of the by no means inevitable but rather avoidable defeat 
and beyond, which prevented the by no means impossible but almost certain, irreversible victory over 
imperialism in this century, then this diary would still have achieved a social benefit and its Publication 
justified.” 


1. Some remarks on the origin and characteristics of “modern revisionism” 


The old, “social democratic” revisionism of Bernstein and Kautsky emerged as the theoretical expression 
of the interests of working classes corrupted by monopoly capital, who have made their peace with a 
“reformed” capitalism. “Modern revisionism’, that is, revisionism in the communist parties and in the 
socialist countries, arose in a different way and did not grow “from below”. The concept of “modern 
revisionism” did not exist in the pre-war Soviet Union because what constitutes it did not yet exist. There 
was Trotskyism as a “left” deviation, and there were right-wing, opportunist deviations from the general 
Marxist-Leninist line of the party, which certainly contained elements that are also characteristic of 
modern revisionism, but without all of its characteristics and content to unite. 


83 


Machine Translated by Google 


Kurt Gossweiler: How could this happen? part 1 


Both old and modern revisionism have in common that they are agencies of the 
bourgeoisie in the workers' movement: old revisionism works within capitalism and 
wants to prevent revolution in order to preserve capitalism. Modern revisionism 
wants to undo the revolution in order to restore capitalism. 


The socialist country in whose leading communist party first replaced Marxism- 
Leninism with what later came to be called “modern revisionism” was Tito's 
Yugoslavia. But it did not originate there, but rather in the USA, and its creator 
was none other than the long-time general secretary of the US Communist Party, 
Earl Browder. There is not enough time here for a detailed presentation of his 
views and the way in which they were transported from the USA to the communist 
parties in Europe; (For more information, see Kurt Gossweiler, The Origins of 
Modern Revisionism or: How Browderism Was Transplanted to Europe - 


Thoughts while reading the diaries of Georgi Dimitroffs, offensive - Journal for 
Socialism and Peace 10/03) 


Only this much should be mentioned here: From 1942, after his release from 
prison, Browder took an opportunist course, dissolved the US Communist Party 
and transformed it into a kind of propaganda association, advocating the party's 
absorption into a broad, all-class party comprehensive anti-fascist front, the 
abandonment of the communist struggle for socialism in the USA, and announced 
that the USA had given up its intention to eliminate socialism in the Soviet Union 
and that in the future a lasting peace would be secured through the cooperation of 


the USA with the USSR and the Soviet Union should rebuild its destroyed areas 
with US loans. 


He summarized his revisionist ideas in a writing. It was spread during the war in 
German and French in Switzerland among communist emigrants from various 
countries - especially German, Hungarian and Yugoslavian - and was widely 
popularized in training courses. 


The man who translated and disseminated this original of modern revisionism 
among communist emigrants was a US official, Noel Field, who was a personal 
friend of Browder's and who left after the departure of the 

Interbrigadists and their placement in camps in France was part of the international 
commission that registered by name all volunteers of the International Brigades 
evacuated from Spain to France. In France and Switzerland he worked as the 
head of a US aid organization and thereby established relationships with 
communist emigrants from many countries. At the same time 
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He worked with the head of the US secret service OSS (Office of Strategic 
Services), Allan Dulles, who lives in Bern. 


In his book Perestroika, Comrade Brar points out (p.126 f.) that one of the leading 
Polish revisionists, the bourgeois economist Oskar Lange, gave lectures at the 
University of Chicago in the 1930s and in his book published in 1935: “ Marxist 
Economics and Modern Economic Theory” from revisionist positions declared 
Marxist economics as outdated and far inferior to modern bourgeois economic 
theory. He spread ideas about “an elementary community of core values” between 
the USA and the Soviet Union, which we find similarly in Browder. It is quite 
possible that Browder was aware of Lange's lectures and books and adopted 
some of her ideas. 


In summary, we can say: In contrast to the old, social democratic revisionism, 
which to a certain extent grew out of the upper strata of the working class, the 
new, “modern” revisionism was introduced into the communist movement from 
outside as an imperialist ideology of decomposition. 


But how and why was it able to take root there and ultimately triumph over Marxism- 
Leninism in the Soviet Union and its European allies? 


This fact is even more difficult to explain if we consider that at the two Moscow 
conferences in 1957 and 1960, revisionism was very aptly identified and declared 


to be the main danger to the communist movement. This is what the 1957 advisory 
statement said: 


“Modern revisionism seeks to discredit the great doctrine of Marxism-Leninism, 
declaring it ‘outdated’ and claiming that it has now lost its significance for social 
development. 


The revisionists strive to eradicate the revolutionary soul of Marxism and to shake 
the faith of the working class and the working people in socialism. They oppose 


the historical necessity of the proletarian revolution and the dictatorship of the 
proletariat in the transition from capitalism to socialism, 


they deny the leading role of the Marxist-Leninist party, 


they reject the principles of proletarian internationalism, 
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they demand renunciation of the fundamental Leninist principles of party building 
and, above all, of democratic centralism, 


They demand that the communist party be transformed from a revolutionary 
fighting organization into a kind of discussion club.” 


The final declaration of the Moscow Conference in 1960 reaffirmed that revisionism 
was the main danger to the world communist movement, and also sharply criticized 
Tito's revisionism: 


“The communist parties have unanimously condemned the Yugoslav brand of 
international opportunism, which represents a concentrated expression of the 
‘theories’ of modern revisionists. The leaders of the League of Communists of 
Yugoslavia, who betrayed Marxism-Leninism by declaring it obsolete, opposed the 
1957 Declaration with their anti-Leninist revisionist program - (the “Laibacher 
Program’ of 1958, KG) - to separate their country from the socialist one The camp 
was torn away, making it dependent on the help of the American and other 
imperialists and thus creating the danger that the Yugoslav people would lose the 
revolutionary gains they had achieved in their heroic struggle. The Yugoslav 
revisionists are engaged in rooting work against the socialist camp and the world 
communist movement. 


Under the pretext of a non-aligned policy, they are carrying out activities that 
undermine the unity of all peace-loving forces and states. 


The further exposure of the leaders of the Yugoslav revisionists and the active 
struggle to shield the communist movement as well as the workers' movement 
from the anti-Leninist ideas of the Yugoslav revisionists remains an essential task 
of the Marxist-Leninist parties.” 


This demand was only too justified, but it came far too late. What here — 

1960! — what was demanded: unmasking Tito as a revisionist, and shielding the 
communist movement against the anti-Leninist ideas of the Yugoslav revisionists 
— this was already done in 1948, 12 years earlier, by the parties of the Communist 
Information Office — CPSU, Polish Workers’ Party, Hungarian Party of the Working 
People, CP the CSR, Bulgarian Workers' Party, CP of France and CP of Italy — 
done with their resolution of June 1948 “On the situation in the Communist Party 
of Yugoslavia”! 


How did it happen that a few years later, revisionism could become the main 
danger in the communist movement and it had to be warned again about the 
infiltration of the Yugoslav revisionists? This is the “merit” of Khrushchev, whose 
role will now be examined in more detail. 
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2. How Khrushchev initiated the destruction of Soviet power 


One of the first actions of Khrushchev, who became General Secretary of the CPSU in 
September 1953 after Stalin's death on March 5, 1953, that made me suspicious was 
the one with which the above-mentioned warning of the parties of the Communist 
Information Bureau against Tito revisionism was false and unjustified declared, thus 
rendering the urgently needed vaccination of all communist parties against the infection 
of revisionism, which this warning represented, ineffective. 


On May 26, 1955, Khrushchev, as head of the Soviet delegation, declared upon its 
arrival at Belgrade airport: “Dear Comrade Tito! We sincerely regret what happened... 
We have examined in detail the materials on which the serious accusations and insults 
made at that time against the leaders of Yugoslavia were based. The facts (?!) show 
that these materials were fabricated by enemies of the people, vile agents of imperialism, 
who had fraudulently infiltrated the ranks of our Party.” 


| commented on Khrushchev's omissions in my diary at the time: 


“Details about which documents are fake have never been made public. 

Although the claim that the world communist movement, with such experienced 
comrades as Stalin, Dimitrov, Togliatti, Thorez, etc., allowed itself to be misled into a 
completely false assessment of the situation of a country by the falsifications of a group 
of provocateurs; that the communist movement with the CPSU at the top is wrong, while 
Tito is the man who is right; Although such a situation is the most improbable of all, for 
many this one, unproven statement was enough to take it as fact and from now on to 
see Tito as the “dear comrade” who had been bitterly wronged.” 


(Pigeonfoot Chronicle |, p.47 f.) 


In my chronicle | also cite facts that prove that Khrushchev's whitewashing of Tito was 

a big lie. But the greatest thing is that Khrushchev himself, after the counter-revolution 

in Hungary in October-November 1956, which Tito helped orchestrate, revisionism was 
finally recognized in the world communist movement as the main danger to the existence 
of socialism and Khrushchev's position at the head of the CPSU was thereby 
endangered , who acted as a champion against Tito revisionism as if he had never 

given his airport speech. So he stopped on the VII. 


Party congress of the Bulgarian Communist Party in June 1958 in which he stated, among other things: 
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“The communist parties guard and preserve the unity of their ranks like the apple 


of their eye.” (This is what the man says, who did everything to destroy this unity 
and, above all, to expel People's China from the community of communist states!) 
But continue in his text : “They are waging an irreconcilable battle against 
revisionism and dogmatism. In this struggle, the main fire of the communist parties 
is naturally directed against the revisionists as the spies of the imperialist camp.... 
Modern revisionism is a kind of Trojan horse. The revisionists seek to disintegrate 
the revolutionary parties from within, to undermine unity and to introduce confusion 
and confusion into Marxist ideology.” (That is a very good self-description of his 
mission and his main occupation!) 


But that's not all: with the following statements he himself admits that his Tito 
rehabilitation in 1955 was based on lies: 


“In 1948, the Conference of the Information Bureau adopted a resolution 'On the Situation 
in the Communist Party’, which contained legitimate criticism of the activities of the 
Communist Party of Yugoslavia on a number of fundamental issues. This resolution was 
essentially correct and corresponded to the interests of the revolutionary movement.” (ND 
dated June 5, 1958). 


Of course, Khrushchev also knew this in 1955, when he said the opposite in his 
Tito rehabilitation. 


But what does this entail with compelling logic? Someone who presents himself 

as a communist, but who also presents himself as a communist, but who he knows 
is actually a spy for imperialism, i.e. an imperialist agent, still gives him the 
certificate of a reliable communist - he can only be an accomplice of the agent, 
and therefore himself an agent of imperialism! 


One would think that, as Comrade Brar puts it in another context in his book, “even 
idiots could recognize this.” (Perestroika, p.146) 

But unfortunately there can be no question of that. Unfortunately, | experience 
again and again that comrades, whom | respect and whose minds are completely 
intact, explain to me in response to my statement: “Khrushchev is the Gorbachev 
of the fifties and sixties, just as Gorbachev is the Khrushchev of the eighties and 
nineties.” You were right about Gorbachev being a traitor. But Khrushchev — that’s 
something different. And even if | then show them further examples of Khrushchev's 
blatant lies and demagogic maneuvers, which clearly prove that this man abused 
his power and position to serve the interests of imperialism and, above all, the 
party and 
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to mislead the people - then all this is still not enough for them; Apparently, facts 
that speak for themselves are not enough for them - they cannot be cured of their 
belief in Nikita's essentially good intentions by factual evidence and cannot be 
convinced of Khrushchev's conscious pestering work, as long as it is not given to 
them by a paper, the best is proven to be a CIA undercover agent with a declaration 
of commitment signed by Khrushchev. ; 


Here I will only select two other such factual testimonies, each of which would be 
sufficient for a communist who is used to taking the honesty of a party leader 
towards his comrades as a measure of his credibility and reliability to say: You like 
You can be anything, but there is one thing you are definitely not: a communist or 
even someone who can be trusted with the leadership of the party! 


First example: after Khrushchev's total condemnation of Stalin in his secret speech 
at the XX. The same Khrushchev managed to do so in his celebratory speech at 
the October party congress of the CPSU in 1957, which was entirely dominated 

by the fight against revisionism and which therefore made him fear for his own 
position at the top of the party - as if he had it never made his speech at the XX. 
party conference - to declare: 


“The Party has fought and will continue to fight all those who slander Stalin and, 
under the flag of criticism of the cult of personality, misrepresent and distort the 
entire historical activity of our Party, in which JV Stalin was at the head of the 
Central Committee. As a loyal Marxist and Leninist and a steadfast revolutionary, 
Stalin occupies a worthy place in history. Our Party and the Soviet people will 
remember Stalin and give him due honor.” 


What he meant by that was revealed at the XXII. Party congress of the CPSU in 
1961, when he not only repeated all of his slanders of Stalin from 1956, but also 


had Stalin's closest associates, Molotov and Lazar Kaganovich, expelled from the 
CPSU as “party enemies”. 


Second example: The dissolution of the Information Office of the Communist Party 
Workers' parties (information office): 


At a press conference in New Delhi on December 14, 1955, then Soviet Prime 
Minister Bulganin stated: 


“Sometimes people ask whether the 'Cominform' could not be liquidated somehow. 
But why should the communist and political parties actually rely on a universal 
form of international traffic? 
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Foregoing cooperation?...The activity of this organization worries everyone who 
wants to make the old, outdated system of exploitation of man by man a permanent 
phenomenon.” 


Shortly thereafter, on December 29, 1995, Khrushchev himself addressed the 
Supreme Soviet of the USSR on the same topic, saying this: 


“Foreign journalists in India asked us very often: Why don't you disband the 
Cominform? We replied: Why don't you propose dissolving the Socialist 
International? ... Of course the opponents of communism don’t like the 
Cominform...” (TaubenfuB Chronicle I, p.92). 


At the end of 1955, in the form of Western journalists, Knrushchev was emphatically 


presented with the demand of those who were “disturbed” by the activities of the 
information bureau to disband it. 


And what happened? Despite the convincing rejection of this demand by Bulganin 
and Khrushchev? On Tuesday, April 17, 1956, the newspaper of the Information 
Office “For Permanent Peace, for People's Democracy” appeared for the last time 
with an “Informative Notice on the Cessation of the Activities of the Information 
Office of the Communist and Workers' Parties.” The reason given was “changes 
in the international situation”. But between December 1955 and April 1956 only 
one event took place that changed the international situation in an unforeseeable 
way: the XXth. Party congress of the CPSU. And he very quickly made it clear 
that — as | noted in my diary — “a contact organ for the Communist and Workers' 
Parties has never been more urgently needed than right now!” (TaubenfuB 
Chronicle |, p.91) But that was exactly the reason for its dissolution by the 
Khrushchev leadership. 


The XX. The Congress of the CPSU was chosen by Khrushchev to launch a 
general attack on the socialist system created by Lenin and Stalin and the Marxist- 
Leninist basis of the world communist movement. To this end, the actual economic, 
political and military dependence of the European socialist countries on the Soviet 
Union should be exploited in order to force them to follow the fundamental change 
in course without objection. It was therefore necessary to put an end to an organ 

in which the most important next steps of the socialist states and the communist 
parties were discussed collectively and in which all parties had equal rights in 
principle; It was also necessary to put an end to the principle prevailing in this 
body that all parties of the communist movement are accountable to the movement 
as a whole. From now on, what was decided in Moscow applied to everyone - 
except Tito and 
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revisionists who came later, such as Gomulka and Kadar. For them - and only for 
them - the passage in the “Belgrade Declaration” signed by Tito and Khrushchev on 
June 2, 1955, which legitimized “national communism” as a “Marxist-Leninist 
principle” was valid: 


“Both governments proceed from the following principles: mutual respect and non- 
interference in internal affairs, interference neither for economic nor for political, 
ideological or other reasons, since the questions of internal organization, the 
difference in social systems and the difference in the concrete forms of the 
development of socialism are exclusively the responsibility of the peoples of the 
individual countries.” (Handbook of Treaties, Berlin 1968, p.606 f.) 


3. Aims and effects of the XX. Party congress of the CPSU 


The crazy thing about the refusal of some comrades to see in Khrushchev someone 
who, like Gorbachev, aimed to undermine the socialist order in the country, is that 
they see in him a savior and a savior of socialism precisely because of the event that 
took place in Truth created the most important basis for Gorbachev - based on the 
preparatory work of Khrushchev and Brezhnev - to successfully complete the work 
of destruction initiated by Khrushchev - i.e. because of the XXth century. party 
conference. 


None other than Robert Steigerwald, leading theoretician of the German Communist 
Party and, for some time, chairman of the Marx-Engels Foundation, began a full- 
page article on the 45th anniversary of the 20th century in 2001. Party conference in 
the DKP organ “Our Time” from February 9th last year with the words: “The XX. The 
Congress of the CPSU ended the system of serious violations of socialist law and 
socialist ideals that had developed in the Soviet Union beginning in the late 1920s.” 


This is still the view not only of the majority of citizens of the former socialist countries 
- not to mention those of other countries - but also of the majority of communists in 
these and certainly many other countries. And that is no wonder, since the voices 
that counter this falsification of history with the truth about Khrushchev and his gang 
are like a single weak voice that tries to soeak out against the thundering thunder of 
the sea waves of the bourgeois and revisionist media. 


But we continue to call out, in the certainty that every truth that has finally prevailed 
had to begin like this! 


91 


Machine Translated by Google 


Kurt Gossweiler: How could this happen? part 1 


In this circle | don't need to prove in detail that the XX. 

The Congress was the turning point in the history of the CPSU, turning the previously 
leading and most mature Marxist-Leninist party into the leading center of modern 
revisionism. This is not just because of the revisionist rewriting of its own history, but 
because of the switch from a Marxist-Leninist theory and practice to a revisionist 

one in all areas - party and state, economy, domestic and foreign policy, science 


and culture. 


But it is not without reason that everyone associates the XX. Party congress 
especially the “secret speech” of Khrushchev, his “settlement” with Stalin. But very 
few people know that Khrushchev forced this speech on the party congress after it 
had officially ended. 


When | read this speech for the first time, | said to myself and wrote it in my diary: 
“It is impossible that the Politburo or the Central Committee previously approved the 
speech as it was delivered. The Western press is certainly right when it 'guesses' 
that Khrushchev went much further in this speech than agreed.” (Pigeonfoot 
Chronicle |, p.74) 


| received confirmation of this 45 years later when | read Lazar Kaganovich's 
memoirs. He describes very clearly how Khrushchev violated the party congress. 
“The XX. The party conference was coming to an end. Suddenly there is a pause. 
The members of the Presidium are called into the back room, which is intended for 
rest. Khrushchev asks about listening to his lecture on Stalin's personality cult and 
its effects at the party congress. At the same time, the draft of the lecture was 
distributed to us in a red-bound typewritten booklet. The meeting took place in 
abnormal conditions - in a crowded place - some were sitting, others were standing. 
It was difficult to read through this extensive booklet in a short time and think through 
its contents in order to make a decision in accordance with the norms of internal 
party democracy. All this in half an hour, because the delegates were sitting in the 
hall and were expecting something unknown to them, since the agenda of the party 
conference had already been dealt with. ... even before the XXth century. At the 
party conference, the Presidium dealt with the question of unlawful reprisals and 
mistakes made. The Presidium of the Central Committee formed a commission that 
was commissioned to investigate the affairs of repressed people on the spot... and 
to formulate concrete proposals. After these questions had been discussed in the 
Presidium, it was planned that after the XX. Party congress to convene a Central 
Committee plenum to listen to the commission's presentation with relevant 
suggestions. Comrades Kaganovich, Molotov, Voroshilov and others spoke about 
this in justification 
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their objections. Furthermore, the comrades said that we were simply unable to 
edit (Khrushchev's) lecture and make corrections that were absolutely necessary. 
We said that even a cursory disclosure shows that the document is one-sided and 
false. Under no circumstances can Stalin's activities be examined from only one 
side; it is necessary to objectively illuminate all of his positive aspects so that the 
working people understand and reject all the speculations of the enemies of our 
party and our country. The meeting dragged on, the delegates (in the hall) became 
agitated, and therefore the meeting was ended without any vote and we went into 
the hall. There the addition to the agenda was announced: listening to Khrushchev's 
lecture on Stalin's personality cult. After the lecture there was no discussion and 
the party conference finished its work.” (Lasa Kaganowitsch, Pamjatnie Sapiski, 
Wagrius, Moskwa 1996, p. 508 f., trans. KG, quoted in TaubenfuB-Chronik I, 18) 


It is little Known that this report was not published in the Soviet Union during either 


Khrushchev's or Brezhnev's time. The party refused to recognize it as an official 
party document. Khrushchev also never acknowledged the author of his speech 


during his time in office. It was first published in the New York Times shortly after 
the party conference. 


On May 14, 1957, Khrushchev gave an interview to New York Times correspondent 
Turner Catledge, during which Catledge also asked Khrushchev the following 
question: 


“You may know that last year the New York Times newspaper published the text 
of your speech at the 20th Annual Conference. Party conference in which you 
criticized the excesses of the Stalin period. Were there any significant omissions 
or even distortions in the text of your speech, which was published in Western 
countries?” 


How did Khrushchev answer this question? 


“| don’t know what text we’re talking about. | heard that some text was published 

in the USA that was fabricated by the American secret service and that this text 
was used as the text of my lecture at the XX. party conference was issued. But 
Allan Dulles' publications enjoy no authority in the SU. | have no desire whatsoever 
to read literature manufactured by Allan Dulles.” (Pigeonfoot Chronicle I, p.300) 


One can safely see Khrushchev's answer as an indirect reference to the 
Look at the body that was involved, if not as the author of the speech, at least as 
a helper and assessor of its draft, and its apparatus - by no means 
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selflessly, but in his own interest. -, for their worldwide distribution 


In Western countries, the accusations against Stalin contained in this speech were 
nothing new. They have been spread there by the bourgeois and social democratic 
press and the Trotskyists for years and days. 

As long as they came from these sources, they were only confirmation to communists 
around the world that the Soviet Union was on the right track, because why else 
would it be so fiercely persecuted by the imperialists and their mob? 

What was new and sensational, however, was that this time these accusations did not 
come from this direction, but that it was Stalin's successor at the head of the CPSU 
who now confirmed that all the inflammatory lies that the united anti-ccommunists in 
the West had previously spread about the Soviet Union , are not inflammatory lies at 
all, but the truth. 


The effect on the communist parties was devastating. Its most tried and tested 
leaders, who of course had had a close relationship of trust with the leadership of the 
CPSU and with Stalin, were suddenly accused of helping a criminal and training their 
own party to be loyal to this criminal. 


Anyone who had previously been deeply convinced of the correctness of the policies 
of their own party and the Soviet Union was plunged into terrible doubts and unsettled; 
For many, it was precisely their deep-seated trust in the Soviet Union that, after 
severe internal struggles, made them take the stance of seeing Stalin as his successor 
described him. But anyone who had previously found the strict party discipline and 

the fight for the purity and unity of the party to be an annoying shackles and 
constriction of their own personality found Khrushchev's “settlement with Stalin” to be 
a kind of liberation. | experienced this myself in my environment at the time and 
recorded it in my diary: 


“If today many communists, not to mention other people, primarily express feelings of 
rejection, even disgust, with the name of Stalin, then this goes back to the 20th 
century. Party conference back. And if today it is possible to bring confusion into the 
communist movement with the wrong front - fight against the Stalinists - then that 
would be without the way in which on the XXth century. The fight against the cult of 
personality was waged at the party conference and became hardly possible! It is 
striking and remarkable that the proportions between Stalin's merits and faults were 
and are presented in exactly the opposite way to those of the XXth century, precisely 
by the parties that are recognized as having best understood how to create a mass 
base among their own people. 


Party congress did: Chinese Communist Party, French Communist Party, Italian Communist Party” (TaubenfuB Chronicle I, p. 61) 
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In addition, in many parties the declaration encouraged the sudden appearance of anti- 
party, Trotskyist elements, especially after the events in Hungary, but also before, who 
turned against the leaders who had already been at the head of the party during Stalin's 
lifetime . 


Particularly dangerous and disastrous was the impact on the youth who were brought up 
to see in Stalin the embodiment of the best of a revolutionary and who - | am talking about 
the progressive youth - loved and adored him with all their hearts, as only youth love and 
adore can. The Khrushchev declaration hit like a devastating blow. Many of them had 
seen an ideal in which they had believed so firmly, Nazism, revealed as a lie, hypocrisy 
and crime. And now they were told that they had once again turned their veneration, their 
enthusiasm, to someone unworthy. 


They had to feel betrayed; they felt betrayed, misled, mocked. The inevitable reaction: no 
longer believe anything, no longer trust anyone, distrust everything that claims to be 
absolute truth! 


Loss of trust not only in Stalin, but in the leaders who had taught them to see Stalin as a 
role model. That was the worst part; This declaration has undermined the youth's trust in 
the party, has driven them into a mood of bitter opposition to the party and its leaders, 
has led them to see what the enemy says as a source of finding the truth, because, isn't 
it, he has been saying that for years, which Khrushchev has now confirmed, and if we 
had listened to it earlier, we would have been spared this disappointment. This shouldn't 
happen to us a second time! — Loss of sense of who is enemy and who is friend. Slipping 
into cynicism and all-denying skepticism — 


The ground was prepared for all this, and this was the situation that drove the youth in 
Hungary and Poland into the arms of demagogues, against the party. 


Effect on intelligence. Similar to youth. The worst mistakes had been made against the 
intelligentsia. The necessary fight against individualism, self-indulgence and petty- 
bourgeois anarchist sentiment was carried out with methods of dogmatic ‘instruction’, 
bullying, the restriction of individual creative work and with clearly expressed distrust of 
anyone who ‘fell out of line’ . The initial mood here was the opposite of that of the youth - 
a long-pent-up bitterness about all of this. But that's precisely why the reaction to the 
declaration had to be similar. The declaration was confirmation of this: They, the 
intelligentsia, were right, the party had done them wrong, the party has no business at all 
with our work, they have no instructions to give us, they understand nothing about it. The 
urge was huge, now all that pent up 
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To cry out bitterness, to thoroughly clear up all the long-held mistakes of the past 
so that they could never, ever return. That became the main concern: to settle the 
accounts so thoroughly that it would be over completely and forever. Many people 
overlooked the fact that the main concern remained the same; What we had 
achieved - and despite all the shortcomings, it was something very powerful, 
something that had never been done before in Germany, Hungary and Poland - to 
protect and defend against the enemy who was always lying in wait. The party 
said that - but many people didn't believe it because they suspected that it only 
concealed an unwillingness to really liquidate the mistakes of the past, and 
because they saw many connections that the leadership saw but could not 
communicate. And they didn't believe because their trust in the party was shaken 
after the Khrushchev statement. And so many honest intellectuals ended up on 
the wrong front, as was evident in Hungary. 


Further effects: Major loss of authority of the CPSU. Quite naturally, the thought 
came to mind: A party that could have been headed by a man like Khrushchev for 
decades - a party that is unable to free itself from him in time - cannot make this 
claim , with whom she has performed so far. This declaration also prepared the 
ground for anti-Soviet sentiments, for the slogans of the so-called national 
communists. It is not for nothing that they refer to the XX. 


Party conference. They know what they owe him! 


This declaration created or increased enormously hostility towards the party and 
state apparatus. The theories that the “apparatus” (rather than historical conditions) 
were the source of the cult of personality’s flourishing were widely accepted. The 
slogan “democratization” soon became synonymous with fighting against the 
“apparatus” for many people. He was no longer seen as one's own apparatus that 
had to be improved and made more effective, but rather as the enemy, the 
opponent who had to be liquidated. 


All these things taken together, which undoubtedly created a favorable situation 
for a counter-revolutionary advance, could never have found such favorable 
conditions for growth and the fight against it could never have become so difficult 
without the Khrushchev Declaration as it was given. But the goal of overcoming 
dogmatism etc. could undoubtedly not only have been achieved but also better 
achieved without the use of this ‘shock therapy’. 

We asked ourselves at the time: Is it necessary to let the pendulum swing all the 
way to the other end? 


Not only was it not necessary, it was wrong and harmful. There is also another 
effect: a certain ideological and political demobilization, 
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provoked by the finding that, as a result of excessive vigilance, thousands of good 
communists had been innocently convicted. This weakening of vigilance was 
significantly reinforced by the declaration by the various parties that the trials of 
Rajk, Kostoff, etc. were improper, that is, that people were convicted as agents 
without being agents. Logical consequence: we never want to make mistakes like 
that again, which lead to doing injustice to innocent people and even executing 
them. So put an end to the fear of agents and spying on agents! Result: In October 
1956 the enemy showed that he was still there, that there were agents of the 
enemy in his own ranks, and that they were able to become so active not least 
because of our trust.” (Pigeonfoot Chronicle |, pp. 65-69) 


To those who, in one way or another, were victims of the XXth century. Comrade 
Robert Steigerwald also belongs to Comrade Robert Steigerwald. In his already 
mentioned article on the XX. At the party conference he writes against people like 
Comrade Brar and me: 


“The accusation is made that the XX. The party conference was an act of counter- 
revolution carried out by revisionist forces who wanted to destroy the glorious 
party shaped by Stalin. This argument falls apart because of its internal 
contradictions. If it was possible that such a party could be taken by surprise ina 
counter-revolutionary manner within three years (three years had passed after 
Stalin's death), then this party was already no longer what its defenders think it 
was. Then the process of disintegration of the party did not begin in 1956. Or, that 
would be the other side of the contradiction, the XX. The party conference, 
although a sharp turning point in the party’s history, was not an act of counter- 
revolution.” 


Comrade Steigerwald is making it far too easy for himself. We are not saying that 
the revisionist forces wanted to destroy the party, but rather to take control of it in 
order to transform it into an instrument for the restoration of capitalism. They 
eventually succeeded, but the socialist order established by Lenin and Stalin over 
36 years was so stable that the Khrushchevs and Gorbachevs had to struggle for 
37 years to get rid of it. 


This was primarily because this socialist order was firmly rooted in the masses 
and all the chieftains of revisionism - Khrushchev, Brezhnev and Gorbachev - 
were able to gain the trust of the masses for a certain time only because they 
solemnly declared their loyalty to Leninism and promised to take the socialist order 
to unprecedented heights. None of them would have been able to reach even the 
lowest level of power if he had 
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openly stated that his goal is the re-establishment of capitalism. They deceived the 
masses by giving their goal - the return to capitalism - the name “conversion to a 
socialist market economy”. 


And secondly, this was because the revisionist gang did not succeed in making the 
party completely submissive to their will. Until his fall in October 1964, Khrushchev 
had to wage a constant, barely visible battle against the resistance of the remaining 
Marxist-Leninist forces. 

And Gorbachev first used the party to get control of the state apparatus and then 
from there to disempower the party. In his infamous interview with Der Spiegel 
(Spiegel No. 3/93, p.127) he boasted about this with the words: 


“You couldn't announce things that the people weren't yet ready for. | would have 
been called crazy, the people would have been torn apart, there could have been a 
civil war. You had to show patience until the party bureaucracy was so disempowered 
that it could no longer turn back the wheel of history.” 


And finally, thirdly, this was also due to the fact that strong forces in the world 
communist movement, headed by Mao Tse-tung's party, waged a bitter struggle 
against revisionism in the communist movement. 


But all of this lies outside the field of vision of the defenders of Khrushchev and the 
XX. party conference. 


4. Two focal points with which the revisionists gained their mass base and the 
historical lie with which they paralyzed the communist movement. 


The demagogic repertoire of mass seduction and mass fraud of the revisionists is 
extensive and varied. | will single out those points that | believe were the most 
effective and disastrous: Firstly: the connection to the longing for peace: the so-called 
“policy of détente; secondly: the promise of a rapid increase in national prosperity, 
thirdly: the paralyzing lie of history: the demonization of Stalin 


On the first point: No feeling or longing among all peoples involved in the war, but 
especially among the Soviet people, was stronger than the elementary longing for 
peace. That was only natural after the bloodiest and most costly of all wars to date. 
But there was a completely new one, 
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serious circumstance: humanity's entry into the atomic age! War now meant the threat 
of a nuclear inferno, like the one caused by the US atomic bombs in Hiroshima and 
Nagasaki. This increased people's fear of war to a level never before reached. After 
the Soviet Union broke the USA's monopoly on nuclear weapons, people were able 

to sleep more peacefully again. Nuclear blackmail as a weapon of US imperialism 
against socialism had become blunt. 


The Khrushchev gang, which came to power, gave this weapon a new edge in 
complicity with the US imperialists. After a coordinated scenario with its imperialist 
partners, it repeatedly brought about situations of sharp political escalation - such as 
in the Berlin crisis and in the Cuban Missile Crisis 

-, and painted the acute danger of nuclear war on the wall in the most terrible 
colors. Even today, when reporting on these crises, journalists and historians write 
that the world was on the brink of nuclear war at the time. 


Seriously, no one in the White House or the Pentagon thought about waging a nuclear 
war against the Soviet Union as long as there was someone at the top who was 
playing their game. They have had since the XXth century at the latest. Party congress 
focused primarily on the internal disintegration of the Soviet Union and its sphere of 
power. None other than US Secretary of State John Foster Dulles expressed his hope 
for such a development in a speech on July 11, 1956, which the press reported as 
follows: 


“Dulles sees liberation of the satellite states as possible. Dulles predicts that forces of 
freedom now at work behind the Iron Curtain will prove irresistible and that they could 
change the international landscape by 1965. 

The anti-Stalin campaign and its liberalization 
program have triggered a chain reaction that cannot be stopped in the long term.” 
(TaubenfuB Chronicle |, p.100 f.). 


Anyone who relies on such a chain reaction is seriously not thinking about unleashing 
a nuclear reaction with all its risks. 


But what was the purpose of stoking fears of nuclear war? With it, Knrushchev 
pursued and achieved at least two goals: firstly - to soften the basic anti-imperialist 
attitude in the communist movement and among his own population with the claim 
that the danger of nuclear war can only be averted together with the USA, and that 
US imperialism should therefore no longer be allowed to act solely as He should not 
be seen as an opponent, but rather as an indispensable partner in the policy of 
détente to ensure peace. 
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Secondly, Khrushchev developed - ostensibly to eliminate the threat of nuclear 
war, in reality to eliminate the control of his secret meetings with the interlocutors 
of the imperialist side by the collective of the party leadership, and to eliminate the 
Foreign Ministry - "summit diplomacy", with which he presented himself as the 
tireless savior of peace and celebrated, which in reality represented a return to 
uncontrolled secret diplomacy. 


And finally, he used his travels and conversations with top imperialist politicians, 
such as US President Eisenhower, to promote sympathy for US imperialism and 
its top politicians. 


On the second point: after the hard years of war with their great sacrifices and 
privations, the people of the Soviet Union longed not only for peace, but also for a 
rapid restoration of normal conditions; and they quite rightly expected a noticeable 
increase in their standard of living as the fruit of the victory. 


The reconstruction in the first years after the war had brought great success, but 
the living conditions of course still left much to be desired. The Khrushchev 
leadership exploited this situation in true pestering fashion: they raised unfulfillable 
hopes with the promise that, unlike under Stalin, they would now put the consumer 
needs of the people first and quickly improve the supply situation. On the grounds 
that this was necessary for the rapid improvement of supplies for the population, 

a pest program was launched by eliminating the priority of the development of 

the production goods industry over that of the consumer goods industry - the 
absolute prerequisite for stable growth of the entire economy and the relationship 
between the two departments was almost reversed. In the long term, this was 
bound to lead to bottlenecks and increased supply difficulties in all areas, and thus 
also to growing dissatisfaction among the population, and in fact led to this. 


Of course, Khrushchev and his experts also knew that their policy would lead to 
this - what's more, it was planned. Anyone who wants to abolish socialism and 
restore capitalism must ensure that socialism loses support from the masses, that 
dissatisfaction with the existing conditions arises and grows, and that a mass 
mood arises in which everyone says: Things cannot go on like this! 


Revisionist economic policy therefore does not lead to the decline of the economy 
due to the incompetence of the revisionist economic leaders, but rather it will 
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brought about in a planned manner because the political goal of overcoming the 
socialist system and eliminating it can only be achieved by ruining the economy. 


The Khrushchevs, Brezhnevs and Gorbachevs not only ensured the decline of the 
economy in their own country, but also did everything they could - 

and that was a lot! - in order to plunge the economy in all other socialist countries 
into crisis conditions, insofar as the revisionist leaders there - such as in Hungary 
and Poland - have not already done this themselves. 


Finally, to the third point: The “revelations” of “Stalin’s crimes.” 


This would have to be talked about a lot and in detail, but my speaking time is 
almost up. 


So just a few thoughts and observations. 


The revisionist counter-revolution was bound to stall in its early stages if the 
authority which Stalin enjoyed almost without restriction among the Soviet people 
and in all communist parties, and even far into the circles of the bourgeoisie 


throughout the world, was not destroyed, which he had as the leader of the Soviet 
people rightly saw the liberator from fascism. 


He had to be made a devil because he was not allowed to remain the person by 
whose teachings and deeds his successors would be judged. And these teachings 
and deeds were Marxism-Leninism in action and alive in the consciousness of the 
people; Any deviation from them would have made them alert and provoked their 
resistance. 


Because they wanted to throw Marxism-Leninism overboard in order to gain a free 
hand to change course to revisionism, the personified Marxism-Leninism, Stalin, 
had to not only be thrown overboard, but declared his opposite, an anti-Marxist- 
Leninist become. Because the people didn't want to change course, they wanted 
to stick to Marx and Lenin and socialism. 


Therefore, it was not allowed to recognize the change of course for what it actually 
was, but had to be led to believe that this change of course was a return from 
Stalin's deviation to Lenin's correct course. In his secret speech, Khrushchev 
warmed up the old story again with Lenin's letter to the upcoming party congress, 
which was presented as Lenin's will, with which Trotsky had already tried in vain 
to overthrow Stalin after Lenin's death and to become Lenin's successor at the top 
of the party . 


101 


Machine Translated by Google 


Kurt Gossweiler: How could this happen? part 1 


However, he created the sharpest contrast to Lenin by portraying Stalin as an 
arbitrary, bloodthirsty despot. What he described in his report was a crime against 
the party and Soviet power. This is not because he brought up little or only 
incompletely known facts about innocent victims of the “purges” of the years 
1936-39, but because in many passages in the so-called secret speech he 
committed a monstrous falsification of the history of the Soviet Union; also - but 
by no means only - with the fact that he attributed the trials and "purges" that 
were decided and carried out by the entire party leadership to Stalin alone as his 
personal arbitrary acts. 


If Khrushchev's goal had not been to destroy Stalin's authority once and for all in 
order not to be constantly judged against him and to have free rein for his counter- 
revolutionary change of course; and would his intention not also have included 
dealing a severe blow to the conviction of Soviet citizens in the justice of their 
cause and to their pride in their Soviet power; if he really only had in mind to help 
the innocent victims of the “purges” 

To ensure that justice is done and the historical truth about the time of 

To explain repression, his report should have said something like the following: 


“In 1936, after the establishment of the fascist dictatorship in Germany, after the 
rearmament of fascist Germany with the toleration and even help of the Western 
powers, after the betrayal of the Western powers against the Spanish Republic, 
we were faced with the danger of being attacked by fascist Germany - possibly 
even in... Agreement with the Western powers - to be attacked and to find 
ourselves confronted alone with the strongest military power in the entire history 
of war, which we already knew about from the Spanish war, which was then 
repeated later in Norway and France, namely that the fascist Wehrmacht in the 


hinterland of the “Fifth columns” of Quislings and traitors came to the aid of 
invaded countries. 


How great the danger of the attack was became even more clear with the Munich 
Agreement between the Western powers and Hitler and the handing over of 
Czechoslovakia to him, with the refusal of the Western powers to sign a treaty 


with us on collective security and mutual assistance to tame Hitler's Germany to 
complete. 


Our preparations for the fascist attack also had to be aimed at preventing the 
formation of a 5th column in our hinterland. We still have and still have enemies 
of the Soviet power, kulaks and their descendants who were once dispossessed 
by us, remnants of the defeated group of Trotskyists and others 
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Opposition groups - Trotsky had repeatedly called in his publications to start an 
uprising against “Stalinism” in the event of war; also people who sympathize with the 
Germans, for example among the Volga Germans or among certain nationalities such 
as the Crimean Tatars and the Chechens. 


So, faced with the mortal threat, we had to do everything we could to make it 
impossible for possible enemies of the Soviet power to support the fascist attack in 
the rear with fifth columns. In doing so, we had to take into account and accept that 
in purges of such a large scale as we considered necessary, it could not be ruled out 
that innocent people would also be killed, either because of deliberate false 
accusations by enemy elements or because of the overzealousness of local organs 
By applying a grid that was too general, it would be affected to a considerable extent 
by the measures, as was the case. 


But back then we had to weigh up what was more serious: if the Soviet power would 
be destroyed by combined blows from the fascist armies and the fifth columns due to 
insufficient security measures - or if our countermeasures would not only hit real 
enemies, but also innocent people and even our own people. The party has chosen 
securing the country as the duty that trumps all else. 


But now it is time to clarify and put an end to the injustice that has been committed.” 


An honest, communist statement on the most painful page of the history of the Soviet 
Union for every communist should have been something like this. 


A communist, i.e. truthful, apportionment of blame for these victims should have 
made it clear that their suffering and death, like that of 25 million Soviet soldiers and 
that of 50 million dead in the Second World War, was also the responsibility of those 
who took over the leadership of the Soviet Union made such a cruel decision - at the 
expense of Hitler and German imperialism in particular; but secondarily also to the 
account of those who rearmed Hitler's Germany in order to use it as a wedge against 
the Soviet Union and sabotaged its taming by a collective security alliance. 


By instead portraying Stalin as a mass murderer of innocents, the leader of the CPSU 
took over the anti-Soviet inflammatory lies from the kitchens of the imperialist 


specialists in psychological warfare, which had previously only been spread via the 
Western media, and proclaimed them as truth. 


This is why honest and convinced communists even today without hesitation spread 
the poisonous slander that Stalin had more communists 
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killed when Hitler. The truth is that all communists, all fighters against fascism and all Jews 
who survived in fascism-occupied Europe owe this primarily to the Soviet Union, the Red 
Army and therefore also Stalin. 


5. Some concluding remarks 


1. The victory of revisionism over Marxism-Leninism in the CPSU and other communist 
parties was the prerequisite for the temporary victory of imperialism and the restoration of 
capitalism in the Soviet Union and the socialist states in Europe. 


Overcoming revisionism in the entire communist movement is the prerequisite for its new 
upswing and for new victories of socialism over imperialism 


2. The anti-Stalinism of the revisionist underminers and destroyers of the state 


socialism that has become, from Tito to Khrushchev to Gorbachev, is the strongest 
testimony to Stalin: 


There is no stronger evidence of Stalin's positive role than the fact that the destruction of 
his authority in the Soviet Union and in the communist movement was the prerequisite for 
the restoration of capitalism in the Soviet Union. 


Without “de-Stalinization” there can be no restoration of capitalism! 


3. Anti-Stalinimus is compressed revisionism, i.e. anti-Leninism, but in the masquerade of a 
defender of Leninism. The attack on Stalin is only the beginning for the revisionists of the 
Tito-Khrushchev-Gorbachev variety. 

He targets Lenin from the start. It is therefore only logical that in his autobiography, 
Khrushchev's protégé and Gorbatshow advisor Yakovlev directs his orgies of hatred against 
Lenin more than against Stalin. The FAZ v. January 26, 2004 quotes from his book (“The 
Abyss of My Century”): “In history there was no man who hated Russia more than Ulyanov- 
Lenin. Whatever he touched turned into a graveyard, a vast field of human, social and 
economic divides. Everyone was robbed — the living and the dead.” The FAZ notes with 
some astonishment that Yakovlev lectures all those who are of the opinion that Stalin, not 
Lenin, was the real monster of Soviet power, that “the history of Stalinism basically shows 
nothing new.” In the review of Yakovlev's book in “New Germany” (January 29, 2004), the 


same facts are described as follows: “According to Yakovlev, there was no strategic break 
between the period of world revolutionary- 
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WI Lenin’s internationalist-based revolutionary concept and Stalin’s practice of national 
socialism.” 


The most consistent anti-Stalinists thus confirm in their distorting and slanderous way the 
correctness of the statement of the great French writer and communist Henri Barbusse: 
“Stalin — that is the Lenin of our days!” (Henri Barbusse: Stalin — a new world. Red Front 


Reprint, Berlin 1996, p.279). 


4. The imperialist media celebrated the fiftieth anniversary of Stalin's death (March 5, 2003) 
with concentrated loads of articles and series about the "criminal of the century" Stalin, 
which - what one could hardly believe possible - 

exceeded everything that had been “achieved” in the last fifty years since Stalin’s death in 
terms of incitement against him. 


How should one explain this orgy of anti-Stalin agitation, which far eclipses everything that 
has been done so far in this area? 


There is only one answer: yesterday's winners are not sure of the durability of their victory, 
they are afraid! Yes, they fear the influence of Stalin, who died half a century ago, on those 
alive today! They are shocked by the fact that more and more people in Russia and the 
other states of the former Soviet Union are still carrying Stalin pictures with them during their 
demonstrations. They fear that yesterday's losers could be tomorrow's or the day after's 
winners. This fear is apparently also on Jakovlev's neck. Why else should he — as can be 
read in “New Germany” — lament “the preservation of Lenin monuments” and — as the FAZ 
quotes from his book — state with great concern and indignation: “And today we calmly 
accept the whitewashing of Stalin by some people Authorities and mass media in!”? 


Yesterday's winners have every reason to be afraid. Fifteen years after their triumph over 
socialism, they are in the deepest crisis of their system: economic, political, social, cultural, 
and last but not least: ideological. It is becoming increasingly clear that, despite the defeat 
of socialism in Europe, the general crisis of capitalism has not been overcome, but is 
continuing and deepening. And resistance is growing. 


5. One reason for the fear of yesterday's victors is certainly the experience that they have 
not succeeded in winning over the majority of the youth of the former socialist countries. 
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The following example from East Germany can certainly also apply to other former 
socialist countries. A study carried out at Leipzig University and excerpts published 
in “Neues Deutschland” on September 19, 2002 makes it clear: 


After the GDR citizens had to endure the blessings of real, unadulterated capitalism 
for 12 years, even young people who only had a few years as citizens of the GDR 
have experienced that the socialist social order that prevailed in the GDR - despite 
its advanced deformation — was human-friendly, whereas that of the Federal 
Republic is not at all. The study reads about the views of the young people 
surveyed: 


“For 91 percent of those surveyed there was more security before the change, 

only 1 percent are of the opinion that this is better today. ... They consider the 
future viability of the current social system to be quite low, and only a small number 
hope that this system will be preserved forever. ... The distance from the capitalist 
system goes hand in hand with an increasing identification with socialist ideals. ... 
Socialist ideas have not disappeared from the minds of young East Germans.” 
(Taken from my essay: “The immortal early socialism, in: “In the rubble without 
mercy. Festschrift for Peter Hacks”, Eulenspiegel-Verlag, Berlin 2003, p.225) 


6. The anti-Stalinists have caused, for half a century, the most important Marxist 
works after those of Marx, Engels and Lenin, the works of Stalin, to be seen as 
works that a decent communist should part with and never pick up again . Just as 
the popes indexed the writings of “heretics,” so the leaders of the parties of 
“democratic” and “pluralistic” socialism and communism morally proscribed and 
indexed Stalin’s writings. (Many libraries could be filled with Stalin's works, which 
ended up in the trash as a result of this ostracism after Knrushchev's condemnation 
of Stalin.). 


It was precisely at the beginning of this index period that the decline of socialism 
and the communist movement began. 


One of the indispensable prerequisites for their renewed upswing is therefore the 
mass turn to the renewed study of Stalin's works, which contain the entire wealth 
of experience of the successful construction of socialism on the paths shown by 
Lenin. 
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Source: This lecture was given - without the closing remarks - at the by 
“offensive” conference “Revisionism of the Gravediggers of Socialism — from the 
Beginnings to the Bitter Defeat”, reading and discussion with Kurt Gossweiler and 
Harpal Brar, Berlin, August 24, 2002. 


The final remarks were presented on February 2, 2004 in a course “Current Questions 
of Communist Theory and Practice in the Light of the Manifesto of the Communist 
Party” organized by Gerald Hoffmann. 


Published in “offen-siv — Journal for Socialism and Peace”, special issue “Revisionism”, 
2/2004. 


107 


Machine Translated by Google 


Kurt Gossweiler: How could this happen? part 1 


The anti-socialist double strategy 

Imperialism and the historical change from the 
Confrontation policy ultimately successful — “indirect 
strategy” 


Since the times of Marx and Engels, the bourgeoisie has been fighting the 
revolutionary workers’ movement along the lines of a dual strategy, one line of 
which is the offensive struggle with all means up to brutal persecution and 
oppression, the other line of which is the attempt at internal decomposition and 
dilution using a variety of means - corruption, blackmail, sparking internal conflicts, 
infiltrating agents and much more. 


With the same double strategy, the world bourgeoisie fought the Soviet power 
from the first day of its existence. 


This is a dual strategy because it constantly wages the battle on both lines, with 
one or the other taking precedence depending on the circumstances. The wars of 
intervention were followed by the phase of recognition of the Soviet Union with 
attempts to sabotage economic development and the promotion of internal 
opposition, the failure of the strategy to have the Soviet Union killed by Nazi 
Germany, first the Cold War, then the policy of “change through rapprochement” 
was correctly described by GDR Foreign Minister Otto Winzer as “counter- 
revolution on felt slippers”. But the bourgeoisie never relied on just one line; the 
strategic line at that moment always became the dominant one 

supplemented by parallel activities on the second line. 


It was by no means a coincidence that imperialism always failed when it relied on 
the line of confrontation and violence as the main line: as unlikely as this initially 
seemed in both 1918-1920 and 1941-45, the socialist state always proved itself 
even in the most unfavorable starting positions as strong and invincible when his 
enemies attacked him openly and head-on. Socialism succumbed to imperialism 
not in open struggle, not in armed counter-revolution, but in felt-slide counter- 
revolution. Their story has yet to be written. Sahra Wagenknecht has made a start 
on this with her book “Antisocialist Strategies in the Age of System Conflicts. Two 
tactics in the fight against the socialist world”. And Comrade Polikeit also explained 
some of the essentials in his presentation today. 


Sahra Wagenknecht states (p.9): “The indirect strategy” — 
So what Winzer called a 'counter-revolution on felt slippers' - 'was the decisive 
lever by which the first socialism was overthrown 


108 


Machine Translated by Google 


Kurt Gossweiler: How could this happen? part 1 


succeeded. We therefore have every reason to deal with it in great detail.” 
However, Sahra Wagenknecht and Comrade Polikeit set the point in time for the 
transition from the primary application of the stick policy to the primary “indirect 
strategy” too late; So we read in Wagenknecht (p.8): “The strategy of frontal 
attack... determined the anti-socialist approach of the imperialist bloc in the 1950s 
and early 1960s.” Comrade Polikeit said something similar earlier. 


Today | can only use a few examples to make it clear that the transition to the 
indirect strategy was already initiated in the first half of the 1950s and became 
dominant in the second half of the 1950s, but without the stick strategy being put 
aside. 


In the years 1945 to 1947, the imperialist politicians of the USA and England 
undertook the not so easy task of driving out the deep-seated feeling of friendship 
and admiration for the Soviet Union in their own people in the West and replacing 
it with fear and hostility, like them have so far been felt and maintained with every 
right towards Hitler's Germany. The starting signal for this was given by the old 
Soviet hater Winston Churchill (who during the Second World War liked to use 
the words “my friend Joe” when talking about Stalin) in a speech he gave on 
March 5, 1946 in Fulton, USA. gave a speech that has gone down in history, not 
without good reason, as the opening of the Cold War. In this speech he adopted 
a Goebbels phrase about the “Iron Curtain” in order to justify the need to replace 
the anti-Hitler coalition with the Soviet Union with a bilateral USA-England alliance, 
since “the Russians are the ones who are most affected by the argument 
Strength” works. (1) 


This speech was followed by the Marshall Plan in 1947, the founding of NATO in 
1949, the first attempt at a military roll-oack against North Korea in 1950 and, on 
January 27, 1953, a speech by the fresh new Secretary of State of the Eisenhower 
administration that had just taken office, John Foster Dulles, in which the Soviet 
Union was painted as the most dangerous enemy of the USA in its entire history: 
“We have enemies,” he explained, “who are plotting our destruction. These 
enemies are the Soviet communists and their allies in other countries... This threat 
is of a deadly serious nature. President Eisenhower has recently declared that 
the United States is in greater danger than ever before in its history.” (2) This, 
then, is the horror picture that Ei-senhower and Dulles painted of the Soviet 
Union and its allies in January 1953. 
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But that changed in a striking way just two months later - after Stalin's death on 
March 5, 1953. Dulles commented on this event as follows: "The Eisenhower era 
begins, while the Stalin era has come to an end...now Stalin is dead . He cannot 
pass on his prestige to anyone. At the same time, President Eisenhower became 
the president of our great republic, the man who liberated Western Europe. His 
reputation is unique in history, a new era begins.” (3) 


On March 16, 1953, the new Soviet Prime Minister, Malenkov, made his 
government declaration and in it reaffirmed the Soviet Union's desire for peace. 
Four days later, on March 20, Eisenhower responded to Malenkov by declaring 
that his administration would meet any serious Soviet peace proposal "at least 
halfway, but he finds no evidence of a change in Russian policy." (4) This was it 
Although the explanation was very distant, it differed very clearly from the previous 
invocations of the enemy and clearly contained an offer in the event of Soviet 
accommodation. 


This offer was repeated even more emphatically and at the same time made it 
clear which steps of accommodation were expected from the Soviet Union as a 
prerequisite. In a speech on April 16, 1953, Eisenhower said: “The world knows 
that with the death of Stalin an era ended...Now a new generation of leaders has 
come to power in the Soviet Union. No matter how strong the ties that bind her to 
the past, they do not mean a permanent bond for her. The shaping of the future 
depends largely on their will... The new Soviet leaders thus have a unique 
opportunity to...be clear about the level of general danger that we ("we"!) have 
reached and that they have theirs must do to change the course of history.” (5) 


Doesn't that already sound like he's hoping to find a partner on the other side 
who will put "general human interests" above the Marxist class struggle doctrine? 
Staying true to that tone, Eisenhower continued, “Will they do that? We don't 
know yet today. Recently, certain statements and gestures from the Soviet 
leadership seem to suggest that they may be aware of this critical moment. Even 
a few clear and unequivocal actions... would represent an impressive sign of the 
existence of an honest, serious intention.... The first step on this path must be the 
conclusion of an honorable armistice in Korea" as well as "the signing of an 
Austrian state treaty by the Soviet Union.” 
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This Eisenhower declaration is a first but highly noteworthy indication that the 
imperialist side believes it is possible and hopes that the Soviet Union's "new 
generation of leaders" will include people who have "no firm attachment" to the 
principles to which Soviet policy has followed so far, people who do not adhere 

to the principle of anti-imperialism, but are ready to cooperate with the imperialist 
powers to eliminate the “general danger that we have reached”, who are therefore 
ready to move on from the position of class struggle on the position of class 
collaboration. 


This hopeful expectation was expressed even more clearly by Churchill in a 
speech he gave in the House of Commons on May 11, 1953, in which he also 
gave indications as to what tactics should be used to encourage representatives 
of such tendencies in the Soviet leadership to continue on their path: “The most 
important event” — said Churchill — “is...of course the change of attitude and, we 
all hope, of spirit, which has taken place in the Soviet area and especially in the 
Kremlin since the death of Stalin.... It is the policy of the (British, KG) 
Government to avoid, by every means in its power, doing or saying anything that 
might inhibit any favorable response that might arise, and to welcome any sign 
of improvement in our relations with Russia. We have been encouraged by a 
series of friendly gestures from the new Soviet government...It would be a 
mistake, | think, to assume that nothing can be settled with the Soviet Union 
unless and until everything is settled...For example, peace in Korea or... The 
conclusion of the Austrian Treaty will lead to a relief in our relations... It would 
certainly not cause any harm if each state would for a while look for things that 
are pleasant to do instead of unpleasant for the partner. Above all, it would be a 
disaster if our natural desire to achieve a general settlement in international 
politics were to prevent any spontaneous and salutary evolution that might take 
place within Russia.” (6) 


This is the first formulation of the concept of the strategy of “change through 
rapprochement” that | know of, expressed by the man who probably recognized 
most clearly that, having failed to suffocate the child of the October Revolution in 
the cradle and not To allow it to be wiped out by the armies of German imperialism, 
a completely different, “peaceful” path of disintegration of the political and 
ideological foundations of the Soviet state and Soviet society had to be attempted. 
Churchill ended his speech on relations with the Soviet Union by proposing a 
conference of the leading powers “at the highest level”. Such a conference finally 
took place in Geneva in July 1955. It was the start of what became... 
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"Politics of détente" and ultimately led to summit diplomacy, the main characteristic 
of which was that it reduced the masses of the people to passive spectators of 

the public shows at these "summits", but excluded them from the really decisive 
negotiations and agreements behind closed doors In essence, under a new 

name, they were a return to old-style secret diplomacy. 


The year 1955 then brought several events that were likely to strengthen 
Eisenhower, Dulles, Churchill and their ilk in their hope that Soviet policy would 
develop in a way that was favorable to them, after the armistice in Korea, which 
Eisenhower and Churchill had called for in 1953 as a primary sign of good will 
came about in the same year. In the American President's annual message to 
Congress "On the State of the Union" at the beginning of the year, President 
Eisenhower - after the usual sentences about the communist danger and the 
assurance of his own military capabilities sufficient to deter the communist 
aggressor - 

the remarkable statement: “This is of course a kind of stalemate in the world.” 
This insight into the impossibility of eliminating socialism by military force, but at 
the same time also the signs of an impending change in the world that have been 
registered since the spring of 1953 Policies of the Soviet leadership were the 
decisive factors in the fact that the line of indirect strategy steadily gained weight 
in the imperialist dual strategy. (6a) 


The removal of Stalin's confidant Malenkov as head of government and his 
replacement by a military man, the previous Defense Minister Bulganin, was 
probably noted with satisfaction in Washington and London, as his successor as 
Defense Minister was Grigory Zhukov. This change in the government of the 
Soviet Union took place on February 8, 1955, but already on February 7, the 
head of one of the largest US press companies, Hearst Jr. a long interview with 
Zhukov. Zhukov lamented the current poor relations between their two countries 
and left no doubt that the responsibility for this lay solely with the United States. 
At the same time, he said: “My sincere wish is that relations between our two 
countries improve. | would like to visit the United States and if relations improve | 
would be happy to do so. Above all, | ask you to convey my best wishes to 
President Eisenhower. | often think of the time when we worked together on the 
Control Council in Berlin. We did a lot of useful things back then, and our good 
relations contributed to good mutual understanding between our countries. | 
would like to convey to President Eisenhower my wish that friendly relations 
between our countries be restored.” (7) 
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At a press conference on April 27, 1955, Eisenhower indirectly addressed this 
interview when he said, “The feeling prevailing in him was that relations with the 
communist world were on the upswing, although any development would tend to 
reduce tension hint that could be outweighed by negative moments....President 
Eisenhower also revealed that he was in a private correspondence with the Soviet 
Defense Minister Marshal Grigory Zhukov, which was based on the old friendship 
between him and Zhukov from 1945, when both Allied commanders in Berlin 
were.” (8) 


The second sign of good will from the Soviet Union, which Eisenhower and 
Churchill had called for in their speeches after agreeing to the armistice in Korea, 
was the conclusion of the state treaty with Austria. As is well known, Austria 
committed itself to eternal neutrality and in return received its full sovereignty 
back and the withdrawal of all occupying troops. On the part of the USA politicians, 
the Soviet Union's approval of the Austrian State Treaty was immediately 
presented as a success of the policy of strength and the conclusion was drawn 
from this that the pressure on the USSR had to be increased so that it was forced 
to neutralize its allies Eastern European countries agree. In a report on a televised 
speech by US Secretary of State JF 

Dulles on May 17, 1955, it was said that Dulles had “strongly pointed out that the 
Russians had retreated for the first time in the case of Austria, which would be of 
considerable importance for the other states of Eastern Europe, such as Hungary 
and Czechoslovakia... The present Development could represent a turning point 

in history. “The politics of strength is beginning to bear fruit.” (9) 


The Soviet Foreign Minister Molotov had drawn a completely different conclusion 
when the state treaty was signed; He warned that the German question should 
now be settled according to the model of the Austrian State Treaty by establishing 
a neutral Germany as a whole and ending the occupation regime. (10) This 
conclusion was met with furious rejection by US politicians. The Herald Tribune 
read: “A government spokesman said it was difficult to imagine that the United 
States and its NATO allies would agree to a proposal that would undermine years 
of diplomatic and political efforts toward West Germany and would offer the Soviet 
Union the advantages of a military vacuum. German membership in NATO must 
remain intact.” (11) 
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In the same newspaper, an editorial from May 16, 1955, commenting on the Dulles 
report cited above, stated that “even free elections throughout Germany would not 
be a satisfactory solution for the West as long as the Russians controlled the 
countries of Eastern Europe. A condition for enabling negotiations over a 
neutralized Germany would be that the satellite states would be freed from 
pernicious Soviet pressure.” (12) 

As recently as May, Dulles reaffirmed the Federal Republic's irreversible 
membership of NATO and the direction in which the Soviet Union should be forced 
to retreat further with the words, “Germany inevitably belongs to the West. 
However, a neutral corridor east of Germany is conceivable." (13) With this, Dulles 
made the main thrust of the attempts to dissolve the socialist camp clear: the 
Soviet Union should be persuaded to support the restoration of the socialist 
countries through external pressure and by igniting secession movements in the 
socialist countries to accept civil order there. Anyone who developed such plans 
had to reckon with forces in the Soviet leadership who were prepared to allow or 
even support such an “evolution”. 


Another event in the spring of 1955 that was almost a turning point was likely to 
reinforce such expectations and hopes: the reconciliation of the Soviet leadership 
with Tito in May-June 1955. In order to be able to fully appreciate its significance 
for future events and developments, it is necessary to think of some Facts of the 
history before and after this reconciliation should be remembered. 


As is well known, this reconciliation took place in such a way that Khrushchev 
placed the sole blame for the division on the Soviet Union, as he declared 
untruthfully: “We have carefully examined the material on which the serious 
accusations and insults are based. The facts show that this material was fabricated 
by the enemies of the people, the despicable agents of imperialism who fraudulently 
infiltrated the ranks of our Party...” (14) (The same Khrushchev stated three years 
later at a Party congress of the Bulgarian Communist Party: "In 1948, the 
Conference of the Information Office adopted a resolution on the situation in the 
Communist Party of Yugoslavia, which contained legitimate criticism of the 
activities of the Communist Party of Yugoslavia on a number of issues. This 
resolution was essentially correct and consistent the interests of the revolutionary 
movement.” (15) 


At the end of the Soviet delegation's state and party visit, Tito and Bulganin signed 
a declaration that was widely reported in the West 

The capitals must have been very pleased, as it offered a means of doing so by 
demanding that the Soviet Union neutralize its allies 
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States agree to issue in redemption what they have signed in this Declaration. 
This declaration contained the following passage: “Both governments proceed 
from the following principles: mutual respect and non-interference in internal 
affairs, interference neither for economic, political, ideological or other reasons, 
since the questions of internal organization, the difference in the Social systems 
and the difference in the concrete forms of the development of socialism are 
exclusively a matter for the peoples of the individual countries.” (16) 


About three weeks after the Soviet delegation, delegations from the USA, Great 
Britain and France traveled to Belgrade for negotiations, June 24-27, 1955. 

The final declaration of these negotiations expressed the satisfaction of the 
Western powers with the results of the Yugoslav-Soviet negotiations "in view of 
the positive international events of recent times.” It underlined “the full respect and 
recognition of the right of all countries to independence, equality, self-defense and 
collective security” (17), which meant participation in the imperialist pact system, 
which was indicated by the honorable mention of the Balkan Pact, which - contrary 
to the claim of the Non-alignment of Yugoslavia by its leaders - in addition to the 
two NATO partners Greece and Turkey, Yugoslavia was also a founding member. 
Through this pact, Yugoslavia was integrated into 


The imperialist pact system led by the USA, and intended to remain so even after 
the "reconciliation" with the Soviet Union, as Tito said literally about Yugoslavia's 
membership of the Balkan Pact on August 3, 1955: "The agreement is not of a 
temporary nature" (18) 


While the US reaction to the Soviet signing of the State Treaty with Austria had 
already shown that the leaders of the United States tended to respond to Soviet 
concessions by increasing pressure, it became apparent in the second half of 
1955 that this tendency was being carried through The lack of requested and 
expected concessions from the Soviet Union was even strengthened. From July 
18th to 23rd, 1955, the conference between the Western heads of government 
and the Soviet Union, initiated by Churchill, took place in Geneva. Eisenhower 
and Dulles had only reluctantly agreed to it taking place and were by no means 
satisfied with its result, as it had rather accepted the existing conditions than 
provided a means of changing them in favor of the West. 

In the following months, Eisenhower and Dulles gave several speeches in which 
they openly expressed their dissatisfaction and inflamed West-East tensions with 
inciting demands. 
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On August 24, 1955, a speech by Eisenhower in Philadelphia was reported in the 
press “in which he emphasized three limitations to the policy of peaceful 
coexistence inaugurated at the Geneva Quadriplegic Conference: 1. No 
perpetuation of the status quo for enslaved peoples; 2. The division of Germany 
cannot be justified by the interest of security; 3. against the subversive communist 
ideology.” Literally he said: "The desire to prevent war...can lead to agreements 
that directly or indirectly perpetuate the mistakes and injustices of the present for 
the future. We must not participate in such false agreements.” (19) 


The message contained in this sentence is straightforward: 'There are higher 
things than maintaining peace - namely the victory over communism - if necessary 
through war! 


On October 10, 1955, in a speech to the militant American Legion, Dulles stated 
that "world opinion would force the Soviet Union to moderate its domination of 
satellites in Eastern Europe and allow the reunification of Germany..." the report 
continued about this speech: “Dulles warned against accepting the Soviets’ new 
declarations of friendship without careful examination. “The United States has 
plans in place for both eventualities, whether the new Russian policy represents a 
genuine desire for peace or a fraudulent maneuver.” (20) 


Dulles appeared even more strident and aggressive in a speech to the Illinois 
Industrial Association in which he commented on the global political situation after 
the Geneva Foreign Ministers' Conference (October 27th - November 4th and 
November 8th - November 16th, 1955): “We are in a new one Phase of the 
struggle between international communism and freedom. Since last spring it has 
seemed as if the phase of violence and the threat of violence was over. But in our 
actions we must proceed from the assumption that in current Soviet policy there 
has been a change not in objectives but in tactics. 

The free world must therefore maintain the policies that led the Soviet Union to 
abandon the tactics of force. This is the policy of clear warning that armed 
aggression would be met by collective action and that one would be prepared to 
reinforce this political warning with the deterrent effect of retaliation. The program 
of deterring aggression by building a retaliatory force has now become a reality. 


Together with our allies, we have built a collective system of great power that can 
be used flexibly to any extent necessary to make an attack costly for the enemy. 
Our ability to retaliate must be massive to deter all forms of aggression. However, 
should we of 
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If we have to make use of this option, then this would be done selectively and in 
adaptation to the circumstances.” (13) 


Finally, President Eisenhower concluded 1955 with a "Christmas Message” 
broadcast to Eastern Europe on the infamous Cold War channel Free Europe, in 
which he announced: "It is my wish to let you know this Christmas, that the 
American people appreciate the severe trials you are suffering, unite with you in 
your quest to restore individual and political freedoms, and share your belief that 
justice will ultimately prevail as you return to the fold of the free nations of the 
world returns. 


The new year of 1956 had barely begun when Secretary Dulles gave an interview 
to the American magazine ‘Life’, from which it was clear that he was expecting an 
intensification of the warmongering campaign against the Soviet Union and, 
beyond that, against the People's Republic of China in the new year had 
undertaken. He stated that the United States was not only prepared to restart the 
war in Korea if the communists broke off the armistice negotiations to end the 
Korean War, "but also to restart it through aerial bombardment of Manchuria and 
through the use of atomic tactical weapons “to expand. Because of these threats, 
China continued negotiations. Dulles praised the United States and its president 
for not being afraid to go “to the brink of war” three times in recent years, in Korea, 
Indochina and Formosa. 


(23) Since he had also claimed in the interview that England had agreed to the 
planned intervention, an unofficial denial of this claim was immediately made by 
the political correspondent of The Times, saying that the British government and 
its Foreign Minister Eden had never agreed to an intervention . (24) 


In his interview, Dulles revealed how disappointed Dulles and Eisenhower had 
been with the Geneva Four-Party Conference when he said that after that 
conference he had written a memorandum that was viewed by the National 
Security Council as the main yardstick for assessing Soviet actions which said: 
“We must assume that the Soviet leaders view their recent change in policy as an 
application of the classic communist maneuver known as the zigzag. We must not 
allow ourselves to be trapped by such a maneuver.” 


Against the portrayal in the Dulles interview, as if the USA had through their 
War preparedness won a victory over the Soviet Union and People's China, turned 
one of the wisest American political commentators, Walter 
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Lippmann, in a very apt analysis of the balance of power on both sides, in an 
article in the “New York Herald Tribune” (25), which said, among other things: “So 
far there is no plausible explanation why Mr. Dulles wrote the article in Life 
magazine about himself had written. The extraordinary fact about this article is 
that it purports to reveal the inner truth of our recent policy in the Far East, but 
provides a fundamentally false account. The mistake is that Mr. Dulles describes 
what happened in Korea, Indochina and the Strait of Formosa as unilateral 
deterrence on the part of the United States. What really happened was that both 
sides and all concerned were kept in a relationship of mutual deterrence. Therefore, 
if it is undoubtedly true that the Communists were deterred by fear of our backlash, 
it is equally undoubtedly true that Dr. Syngman Rhee, General Chiang Kai-shek, 


Admiral Redford and those who wanted to intervene in Indochina were deterred 
by fear of a Soviet backlash. The existence of a military 'stalemate' explains - 
which Mr. Dulles's one-sided account does not - the political situation in the 
disputed area in the neighborhood of China. 


The true nature of mutual deterrence or military stalemate was first recognized by 
Churchill when he learned the results of the hydrogen bomb experiment. Soon 
after, the conclusion was drawn by the President in his famous declaration that 
there is no alternative to peace. It was this declaration, which the Russians have 
since agreed to, that led to the Geneva Conference and was its centerpiece. But 
if there is no alternative to peace, no one can step on the threshold of war in the 
sense of threatening war. If war is not an alternative, anyone who threatens war is 
either a madman or a bluffer. 


If war is not an alternative, then disputed issues must be resolved through 
compromise. If, as Mr. Dulles's article suggests, although he himself should know 
better, we had been the one-sided deterrent in the Far East, we would have 
enjoyed a military superiority sufficient to persuade the Communists to give in on 
disputes in our interest. All we were actually able to achieve was peace based on 
the military status quo. Both sides had to accept peace without victory. 


Mr. Dulles must be the first Secretary of State who ever wanted to appear more 
belligerent than he really was. Life magazine painted a picture of a daring and 
threatening man who put fear into the hearts of his opponents. 

The fact is that everyone was put in fear. The communists have been deterred 
from aggression beyond the line of the status quo; we have been deterred from 
liberation beyond this line. Around this line 
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To maintain and stabilize both sides, we not only announced that we would fight 
if this line was crossed by armed forces, but we also gave assurances that this 
line would not be crossed in the opposite direction exceed." 


The most important statement in this Lippmann comment was that of a military 
stalemate that left no alternative to peace, as Eisenhower himself had already 
admitted. But the Cold Warriors like Eisenhower and Dulles apparently found it 
difficult to accept this consequence. But the more emphatically the situation of 
military stalemate was confirmed and the more signals came from the socialist 
camp that a process of “internal change” was taking place there, the more surely 
the policy of “counter-revolution on felt slippers” had to be based on Eisenhower 
and Churchill after Stalin's death, which were carefully considered, would become 
the dominant line of imperialist strategy in the fight against socialism. 


Therefore the XX. Congress of the CPSU in February 1956 Starting point for the 
implementation of the “indirect strategy” of the imperialist powers against the 
Soviet Union as the main line in the double strategy of imperialism against 
socialism. The break that was made there with the Bolshevik past, with Marxist- 
Leninist theory, certainly exceeded even the wildest hopes that the Western 
leadership of the anti-communist struggle might have had. Sahra Wagenknecht 
summed up this break in the short formula: “1. undifferentiated and blanket 
reckoning with the past... and simultaneous revision of fundamental theses of 
Marxism-Leninism (such as the acceptance of a parliamentary path to 
socialism...); 2. The explicit recognition of the Yugoslav path (whose basic 
position included the rejection of a unified overall strategy of the socialist camp) 
as the legitimate path of socialist construction; 3. 


The dissolution without replacement of the Cominformbureau in 1956, thus the 
only institution that at least expressed the claim to a unified overall strategy of the 
world socialist movement...” (26) 


It was no coincidence that the first Western voice to emerge after the 20th century 
Party congress calling for a change in policy towards the Soviet Union came from 
France. In a speech to representatives of the Anglo-American press in Paris on 
March 2, his Foreign Minister Pineau sharply criticized American and British 
policies in North Africa, the Middle East, Vietnam and the Soviet Union. On this 
last point he said: “There are only two types of attitude towards the Eastern Bloc: 
‘Either you wage total war with it - a policy that has been abandoned, which | am 
happy about - or you have to research how that 
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coexistence.’ Pineau believed that the Western world should move beyond a 
purely static conception of coexistence. As long as the current situation lasts, 
Western propaganda will be excluded in the communist countries, while their own 
countries will be exposed to communist propaganda. But if the Iron Curtain were 
lowered, the communist countries would not remain insensitive to the propaganda 
of freedom. Therefore, French policy will be systematically directed towards 
cultural exchange between East and West.”(27) 


On April 21, the press reported a speech by Eisenhower on the guidelines of U.S. 
policy “in view of the changes in the Soviet regime.” This speech actually only 
made it clear that in response to any change in the desired direction in the Soviet 
Union, the list of demands would be put forward with even greater emphasis: “We 
must strive by every peaceful means to get the Soviet bloc to correct existing 
injustices and to pursue, in a genuinely peaceful manner, objectives in its relations 
with other nations....A Soviet government truly committed to these objectives can 
have friendly relations with the United States and the free world if it so chooses. 
We will welcome this day” (28) — that is, the day of voluntary submission to the 
guidelines of the USA! 


On April 23, the American press reported on a speech by John Foster Dulles, 
which, surprisingly, showed a better sense of the 20th century. Party congress of 
the CPSU could potentially mean a deeper turning point than its president. "The 
Cold War," he said, "has entered a new phase...The free world can take satisfaction 
from the fact that signs of light can be seen within Russia today that herald the 
dawning of that new day.” He spoke from a "New Look" of Soviet politics: "It is 
important to assess what these changes mean and also what they do not 
mean...They must also mean that liberal forces within the Soviet bloc are at work 
and powerful enough to some To bring about reactions or at least to develop the 
appearance of such reactions. All of this is of immeasurable importance. It's more 
than the free world dared hope for a few years ago. But our satisfaction with this 


must be cautious...” (29) 


The further effects of the XX. Party congresses in the Soviet Union and in the 
European socialist countries - for example the provocative riots in Poznan - 
strengthened Dulles's hopes for an early overthrow of the balance of power so 
much that in a press conference on July 10, 1956 
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predicted that “forces of freedom now at work behind the Iron Curtain could prove 
irresistible and change the international landscape by 1965.” The Soviet leaders, 
through the anti-Stalin campaign and their liberalization program, had set off a chain 
reaction that they would not be able to stop in the long run." Dulles continued: For 
this reason, the whole world is closely following the real outcome of current 
developments. If these developments brought about confidence-inspiring changes 
in the internal and external policies of the Soviet Union...then they would bring about 
fruitful changes in the world situation. We wait for this day with hope.” (20) The XX. 
The “chain reaction” triggered by the party congress did not bring about the hoped- 
for day in nine years, until 1965, but finally from 1985 onwards the expected 
“confidence-inspiring changes” occurred at a rapid pace under the name of 
perestroika - the strategy of “counter-revolution”. “Filzlatschen’”, the indirect strategy 
of “change through rapprochement’ finally led to success in 1989/90. 


Epilogue: It wasn't just John Foster Dulles who took part in the 20th century. Great 
hopes were raised at the Congress of the CPSU and its consequences - it was 
above all the communists all over the world who received with confidence the 
promises announced from the tribune of this party congress about the not distant 
victory of socialism over imperialism. To give just one example: When Josef 
Schleifstein, who is still well Known to many of you, was once asked whether he - 
because of the revelations about Stalin - should have attended the XXth century. If 
he had perceived the party conference as a burden or as a liberation, he replied: “In 
both directions,...but in my thoughts and feelings from the beginning the moment of 
liberation, of the new possibilities and perspectives that it had for the development 
of the Soviet Union and the other socialist ones, predominated Countries for which 
communist and anti-imperialist movements opened all over the world.”(31) 


John Foster Dulles and Josef Schleifstein, the angry anti-communist and leading 
representative of US imperialism and the ardent communist and fighter against 
imperialism - both hoped for the anti-Stalin campaign and the liberalization program 
of the 20th century. Party conference that they would lead their totally opposite, 
contrary cause to success. 


It is not only worthwhile, but urgent, to reflect and investigate why the predictions 
and hopes of imperialism were fulfilled, while the hopes of the communists turned 
out to be mistaken. 
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Discussion contribution at the conference: “October Revolution 1917 — Counterstrategies 
and the German Left’, organized by the Marxist Working Group on the History of the German 
Labor Movement in Berlin on September 20th and 21st, 1997 


See also the appendix written by Kurt Gossweiler to this discussion contribution under the 
title “Some data on the role of Tito Yugoslavia between West and East” (see “Contributions 
to historical research” in the 2nd volume of this publication). 
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Revisionism in the communist movement 


At the beginning of our century, the horror of the bloody crime of the first world war unleashed by 
imperialism and the hope for the liberation of humanity from imperialism and war in this century through 


the Great October Socialist Revolution in Russia followed in quick succession. This hope found 
expression in a song by the Italian workers: 


Light, risen in the east, 

Your radiance becomes more and more magnificent. 
Even the horizon of the west is already rising, 
to paint yourself red. 

The peoples are already rising up, 

to defy the oppressors. 

Real and fake have separated, 

Slaves stand ready to fight. 


As this century turned 75, this hope seemed close to fulfillment: socialism had already gained a foothold 
on four of the five continents and a third of humanity was already struggling to make it a reality. But 
that's not all: the Vietnamese people, the people of one of the smallest and poorest socialist countries, 
had forced the imperialist superpower USA to give up in a decades-long war and thus inflicted on the 
imperialist giant the first defeat in its history! 


Only 15 years later, however, the red of the heartland of socialism and the socialist countries of Europe 
had disappeared from the map! 


The labor movement, and indeed humanity, has a worse, more disastrous setback whose catastrophic 
effects cannot yet be overlooked 
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never experienced in its history. But the alternative ‘socialism or perdition into 
barbarism’ not only remains, it has intensified into the alternative socialism or the 
"final solution” for the human race! 


However, in order to begin anew with any prospect of success where the counter- 
revolution has temporarily triumphed, and to maintain and advance where 
imperialism has failed to re-establish power, it is necessary to be clear about the 
causes of the setback and learn lessons from it. 


The range of explanations for causes is truly huge, but mostly unsatisfactory and 
even absurd. Many people say that socialism was ruined by an individual named 
Stalin. As Marxist-Leninists we know that it is not “men” who make history, but that 
history is a history of class struggles. 


Historical personalities can only have an impact on history as representatives of 
classes or stratacegvindividual personalities. Therefore, the downfall of’@cialism 
in the Soviet Union and Eastern Europe cannot be blamed on either Stalin, 
Khrushchev or Gorbachev as individuals; In order to explain the role they played, 
one must find out the interests of which class or stratum they represented, which 
social trend they embodied. 


Many people say that the Soviet Union, the GDR and the other socialist states 
perished due to a lack of democracy. 


If a lack of democracy were a cause of the collapse of states, then there should 
no longer be an imperialist state. Or is perhaps the elimination of the human right 
to work and housing after the annexation of the GDR and its replacement by the 
right of capital owners to deprive workers of their jobs and drive tenants into 
homelessness more democratic than the realization of these human rights in the 
GDR? 


This is not the time to reduce other similar explanations to absurdity. But one thing 
is certain: since Marx and Engels, socialism has been a science, and since Lenin, 
the construction of socialism has also been placed on a scientific basis on this 
basis. This means: Socialism can be built successfully, and it will reveal its 
superiority over imperialism if and as long as this building is carried out scientifically, 
that is, taking into account the general laws of socialist building. However, if one 
ignores these laws and departs from the findings of scientific socialism, then the 
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The battle of “Who - Whom?’ was decided in favor of imperialism. This is a 
statement that no Marxist can contradict. This indisputable truth must therefore 
also be the key to the search for the causes of the catastrophe of European-Soviet 
socialism. 


Was there a time when socialist construction was successful in the Soviet Union 
and socialist countries and socialism proved its superiority over capitalism? 


Of course, there was that time: when capitalism was shaken by the global 
economic crisis, the Soviet Union implemented its first five-year plan. The example 
of the successful Soviet planned economy was so effective that even capitalist 
managers began to copy it with "Four Year Plans" and "New Deals." 


And when the strongest imperialist army in the world, the army of fascist Germany, 
equipped to the ruff with the most modern weapons, which had already conquered 
almost the entire European continent, attacked the Soviet Union at a time when it 
had not yet fortified its new borders and While their program of equipping the army 
with modern weapons was still far from being fulfilled, the Soviet Union and its 
Red Army proved to be the only country and the only army on the continent that 
not only withstood the fascists, but ultimately defeated them chased back their 
original cave and destroyed it together with their allies. 


All the hopes of the Soviet enemies that the Soviet system would not survive the 
stress of the temporary defeats on the fronts and the unheard of privations and 
efforts, that the people would turn away from it, that the non-Russian nationalities 
would use the opportunity to break out of the Union, that the peasants would... to 
turn their backs on collective farms and return to private farming collapsed in the 
face of the political and moral unity of a population that was not unjustly called "the 
Soviet people." Whatever phenomena there were that fell out of this unity - and Of 
course there were, how could it have been otherwise! - remained marginal and 
had no influence on the overall event. 


The enormous display of strength by the Soviet Union in the defense of its socialist 
order not only shocked its opponents, but also exceeded all the hopes and 
expectations of its friends. 


It was only from the second half of the 1950s that it became the sad business of 
some of the new general secretaries of the CPSU to blacken this second high 
point of the revolutionary movement of our century. 
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And it is one of my saddest experiences today to read, even in articles written by 
people who think of themselves as socialists, that the economic successes of the 
Soviet Union in the 1930s were primarily the result of the "GULAG system." been. 


For such socialists it is by no means absurd to declare that the germ of death for 
socialism was not planted in the period in which things no longer progressed in 
the Soviet Union, but instead went downhill and came to an end, but in the period 
in which which transformed the Soviet Union from a country devastated by war 
and civil war into the strongest political and economic power in Europe. 


In contrast, anyone who wants to remain a Marxist must hold on to the elementary 
truth: just as a successful construction of socialism is evidence that this construction 
is essentially taking place in accordance with the findings of Marxism-Leninism 
about the objective laws, so is one Stagnation or even a decline is an unmistakable 
symptom of a deviation from the path of scientific socialism and a disregard for 

the demands of objective laws. 


The direction in which this deviation occurred was pointed out very clearly by the 
world communist movement at its deliberations in Moscow in 1957 and even in 
1960. 


1957: "The communist parties ... see ... the main danger in the present 
circumstances in revisionism ... as an expression of bourgeois ideology which 
paralyzes the revolutionary energy of the working class and promotes the 
preservation or restoration of capitalism." And further : "Modern revisionism seeks 
to discredit the great doctrine of Marxism-Leninism, declaring it ‘outdated’, claiming 
that it has lost its importance for social development. The revisionists strive to 


preserve the revolutionary soul of Marxism to eradicate and shake the faith of the 
working class and the working people in socialism. They turn 


against the historical necessity of the proletarian revolution and the dictatorship of 
the proletariat in the transition from capitalism to socialism, they deny the leading 
role of the Marxist-Leninist party, they reject the principles of proletarian 
internationalism, they demand renunciation of the fundamental Leninist principles 
of party building and especially on democratic centralism, they demand that the 
communist party be transformed from a revolutionary fighting organization into a 
kind of discussion club." (I) 
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1960: “The communist parties have unanimously condemned the Yugoslav brand of 
international opportunism, which represents a concentrated expression of the 'theories' 
of modern revisionists. 


The leaders of the League of Communists of Yugoslavia, who betrayed Marxism- 
Leninism by declaring it obsolete, opposed the 1957 declaration with their anti-Leninist 
program. They opposed the BdKJ to the entire world communist movement, tore their 
country away from the socialist camp, made it dependent on the help of the American 
and other imperialists and thereby created the danger that the Yugoslav people would 
lose the revolutionary achievements they had achieved in their heroic struggle. The 
Yugoslav revisionists are engaged in rooting work against the socialist camp and the 
world communist movement. ... 


The further exposure of the leaders of the Yugoslav revisionists and the active struggle 
to shield the communist movement as well as the workers' movement from the anti- 
Leninist ideas of the Yugoslav revisionists remains an indispensable task of the 
Marxist-Leninist parties." (2) 


Clear, clear, apt words! 


| am quoting the statements from the two consultations in such detail to remind 
everyone who has since forgotten that the world communist movement at this time 

still knew and clearly stated where socialism was threatened with existential danger: 
from revisionism. This danger has accompanied the Marxist workers' movement 

almost from its beginnings. Marx and Engels already waged a ceaseless and 

relentless struggle against the falsifications of the teachings of scientific socialism by 
infiltrating the bourgeois ideology of class reconciliation, the core content of revisionism. 


In their famous circular letter from 1879 to August Bebel and Wilhelm Liebknecht, 
they said, with reference to the views of the founder of revisionism in German social 
democracy, Eduard Bernstein, and his like-minded people: “We cannot possibly go 
together with people who reject the class struggle want to delete the movement." (3) 
Like Marx and Engels, Karl Liebknecht and Rosa Luxemburg also fought against the 
growth of revisionism in the German party and in the Second International, but in vain. 


The inevitable result of the victory of revisionism in the parties of the II. 

International - with the exception of the RSDLP led by Lenin - was the first major 
catastrophe of the workers' movement emanating from Marx and Engels - the collapse 
of the Second International at the outbreak of the First World War in 1914. 
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According to this painful lesson of history, the communist movement necessarily 
emerged as an anti-revisionist, revolutionary movement, the mainstay of which 
became the country of the first victorious proletarian revolution, Soviet Russia, and 
Lenin's party. 


Despite this birth as a revolutionary, anti-revisionist movement, the communist 
parties are not immune to the intrusion of bourgeois ideologies, including in the 
form of revisionism. 


The strength of revisionism in the workers' movement is, in a sense, a borrowed 
strength because it is a reflex of the strength of imperialism. The stronger 
imperialism, the stronger its political, economic, military and ideological pressure 
on the workers' movement and the socialist countries, the greater the danger that 
there will be fluctuations, signs of fatigue and phenomena of ideological and 
political softening, which will inevitably lead to imperialism possibility of creating 
bases for its diversion. 


How does revisionism in the communist movement differ from that in social 
democracy? 


Revisionism in the old pre-war social democracy aimed at transforming the social 
democratic parties from revolutionary parties that wanted to overthrow capitalism 
into reformist parties that were supposed to protect and support capitalism from 
revolution. With the victory of revisionism in the parties of the Second International, 
these have become reliable pillars and - as in Germany in 1918 and in Portugal in 
1974 - the last line of defense of the capitalist order. 


Revisionism in the communist parties is expressed primarily in the weakening of 


the fight against reformism, in the rapprochement with the 
Positions of social democracy, in the blurring of the dividing line between 
revolutionary and reformist politics. It amounts to preventing victory over imperialism. 


Such a position is usually justified by the need to establish a united front with the 
social democratic workers. But the social democratic leaders must be forced to 
form such a united front, and only a strong and principled communist party can 
force them to do so, as history has taught. 


Revisionism in the socialist states is characterized, among other things, by the fact 
that it covers up the antagonistic opposition to imperialism or even 
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denies, propagates the need for partnership with imperialism in the struggle for peace 
and for "general human interests", declares the need for the revolutionary overthrow 
of capitalism obsolete and proclaims the possibility of the peaceful path to socialism 
through parliament; that he further denies the necessity of maintaining the dictatorship 
of the proletariat under the leadership of a Marxist-Leninist workers’ party and instead 
transforms the socialist state into a "people's state" and the communist party 


declared a "people's party", and not only declared it, but also set about robbing both 
of their proletarian character. The revisionism in communist parties of the capitalist 
countries therefore aims at preventing proletarian revolution, at preserving the 
capitalist order. Revisionism in the socialist countries aimed at and brought about the 
dismantling of the socialist and the restoration of the capitalist order. 


How could revisionism win? 


The real problem is not what revisionism is and how revisionism can also occur in the 
communist movement; the real problem is how he was able to defeat the Marxist- 
Leninist forces. To give an answer to this crucial question - a Marxist answer has 
already been attempted many times. But the problem is so comprehensive and 
complex - 

In order to answer it conclusively, there are still so many previously unknown facts 
that have yet to be discovered that all attempts to find an explanation must remain 
unsatisfactory because they all still have to rely on far too many assumptions and 
hypotheses. In view of the shameful role played by Gorbachev - but also Khrushchev 
before him! - it is understandable if the downfall of socialist state power in the Soviet 
Union and Eastern Europe is seen as his or her work. And such a statement is 
justified; but she does not explain why her treacherous actions led to this result. What 
Friedrich Engels wrote 150 years ago in his work “Revolution and Counter-Revolution 
in Germany” also applies here: “If you research the causes of the successes of the 
counter-revolution, you get the convenient answer from all sides, Mr. X or Citizen Y 
have ‘betrayed the people.' This answer may or may not be true, depending on the 
circumstances, but under no circumstances does it explain anything in the least, 
indeed it does not even make it understandable how it came about that the ‘people’ 
betrayed themselves in such a way let." The causes, wrote Engels, are to be found 
"not in the accidental pursuits, talents, mistakes, errors or betrayals of some leaders, 
but in the general social condition and in the living conditions of every nation affected 
by shocks." (4) 
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In the spirit of these Engelsian references, Hans Heinz Holz pointed out three 
circumstances in the fourth chapter of his work “Defeat and the Future of Socialism,” 
which is worth reading and will no doubt be known to many participants in this event, 
and which, in his opinion, were decisive for the “failure of the first socialist societies.” 
contributed: 1. Lack of maturity of economic conditions; 2. “The bureaucracy problem”; 
3. “The impoverishment of theory”. 


The comrades of the KPD group “Red Morning” approach this question differently. 
Following the views of the Party of Labor of Albania, which, in its opinion, was the 
only party to wage a consistent struggle against revisionism in the communist 
movement from the beginning, the Soviet Union and the European socialist states - 
with the exception of Albania - in 1956 through the and in Entourage of the XXth 
Congress of the CPSU ceased to be socialist states. 


In their book: "When and why socialism failed in the Soviet Union" (5) they say that 
history is a story of class struggles, and that the failure of socialism in the Soviet 
Union is also the result of class struggle. 

So far so good, but the further explanations are questionable. A new exploiting class 
had grown up in the Soviet Union and after Stalin's death with the XXth century. 
Party congress seized power and set up a new exploitative society. This new 
exploiting class is made up of two competing groups - on the one hand, that of the 
state and party bureaucracy, and on the other hand, that of the company directors. 
The emergence of this class in the womb of socialist society results from the character 
of socialism as a transitional society that still bears the birthmarks of the old capitalist 
society, e.g. B. with the division of labor into managerial and executive functions. 
The Soviet working class and its party lacked a theory that scientifically analyzed the 
class differences rooted in the socialist production relations themselves. 


This explains Stalin's erroneous opinion that there were no surviving classes in the 
Soviet Union that could organize resistance. (Economic problems of socialism in the 
USSR, SW 15, p. 342.) 


The reference to a thorough analysis of the contradictions in socialist society - both 
the defunct and the existing ones - is still pending. 
is justified and useful. 


Overall, however, the attempt at explanation by the comrades from the “Red Morning” 
suffers from the fact that at its beginning there is the preconceived scheme of the 
replacement of socialism by an exploitative society at the 20th Party Congress in 1956 
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Scheme into which the facts are pressed as far as they are suitable, while everything 
that cannot be made suitable does not occur. 


The difficulties into which they themselves obviously got themselves with this scheme 
of their own are most evident in their statement that from 1956 onwards there was 

an exploitative society in the Soviet Union, but that this was not a capitalist society; 
They cannot get around the fact that even after 1956, society in the Soviet Union 
lacks all the essential characteristics of a capitalist society. But since this society 

was not a feudal or slave-owning society, it must be a completely new type of 
exploitative society, the specifics of which the comrades of the "Red Morning" were 
unable to describe. 


The other difficulty they get into arises from the fact that before our eyes in 1989/90 

a real counter-revolution and a real restoration of the exploitative society took place 

in the Soviet Union and in the European socialist countries, with all the features and 
upheavals that are now once inseparable from the liquidation of a socialist society 
and the return of the exploitative society. And that of course leads to the question: If 
what we experienced in 1989/90 already happened in 1956 - then why was everything 
that characterized this revolution missing back then and why is there a second 
counter-revolution and restoration at all? was necessary? 


On the attempts to explain the defeat in the ideas of socialism 
DKP 


In its document “Socialism - the historical alternative to capitalism” (6), the DKP also 
makes an attempt to explain the causes of the defeat of socialism in the section 
“Achievements and undesirable developments of real socialism”. 


As much as it is to be welcomed that with this document the DKP is attempting to 
aggressively introduce the need to eliminate capitalism and replace it with socialism 
into the public discussion, this section on the supposed "wrongful developments" 
cannot provide clarity about the causes of defeat. Because in this section, instead of 
a real analysis, we mainly find the repetition of the slanderous Khrushchev's catalog 
of shortcomings and errors, which since the 20th Party Congress of the CPSU has 
been adopted by the communist parties oriented towards the CPSU and including 
Gorbachev's “deepening” was internalized. A comparison of this section with the 
justification given by the History Commission of the DKP on May 12, 1994 for its anti- 
Stalinism motions shows that the section on “mistaken developments” 
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in the current DKP document is still largely based on this justification of the History 
Commission from 1994. 


It is very astonishing that in this section about “wrongful developments” there is not a 
word about the 20th Party Congress, nor is the word “revisionism” mentioned. Only at 
the very end of two and a half pages is it mentioned in a total of seven lines that 
"finally", i.e. only "towards the end" that probably means, "opportunist distortions gained 
the upper hand". 


However, the astonishment disappears when we remember what could be read in the 
statement of the History Commission at the time: “Again and again in the discussion 
we hear the view that the XX. The decline of the world communist movement began 
with the congress of the CPSU and the associated break in communist politics. We 
think that's wrong." 


What is instead listed as an undesirable development shows that instead of thorough 
investigations into what really happened since the XXth century. The misconceptions 


and prejudices spread at the party congress provided the template for this section. 
Let's take a look at this in detail: 


1. "Under these conditions, the leading role of the working class had to be largely 
assumed by the communist party." 

And now follows what is considered an "adverse development": "However, this 
continued even when ... conditions had changed." (7) 


What this means is that the leading role of the working class in the socialist state must 
not be realized through the leading role of the working class party, but must be realized 
directly by the working class itself. Unfortunately, the comrade authors do not provide 


us with an answer to the question of how they actually imagine this. 


Nowhere, with the possible exception of a city-state like Monaco or San Marino, cana 
class realize its leadership role other than through its class organization. The comrades 
should actually remember this from Marx, Engels and Lenin. But obviously it is not their 
findings, but rather the demand of the History Commission's proposal III AL/1 that 
underlies its discussions about "misdevelopment", which reads: "renounce a vanguard 
claim in the sense that the party goes ahead of the working class and sets its path 
shows." (8th) 


In contrast to this caricature of the Marxist-Leninist view of the 

The relationship between party and class should be remembered what was said about 
it in the manifesto and in Lenin: In the Communist Manifesto the avant-garde role is the 
Communists described as follows: “So the communists are practically the 
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the most decisive, ever-driving part of the workers' parties in all countries; Theoretically, 
they have an advantage over the rest of the mass of the proletariat in their insight into the 
conditions, the course and the general results of the proletarian movement." (9) And Lenin 
can be read in his work on "Left Radicalism": "The dictatorship (of Proletariat) is realized 
by the proletariat organized in the Soviets, whose leader is the Communist Party of 
Bolsheviks. So, on the whole, we have a formally non-communist, elastic and relatively 
comprehensive, extremely powerful proletarian apparatus through which the party is 
closely linked to the class and masses and through which, under the leadership of the 
party, the dictatorship of the class is realized ." (10) 


If this is no longer considered correct, then it is not a turning away from "Stalinism", but 
rather a farewell to the party's understanding of the manifesto and Leninism. In Marxism- 
Leninism, however, there is no mention of a "vanguard claim" anywhere, only that that 
leadership by a party of scientific socialism which has "theoretical insight into the 
conditions, course and general results of the proletarian movement ahead of the rest of 
the mass of the proletariat" is a requirement of successful class struggle and socialist 
construction. 


In Lenin we can also find the conditions under which the party meets this requirement for 
leadership of the class and the masses: through its ability to deal with the broadest 
masses of the working people, primarily with the proletarian, but also with the non- 
proletarian working masses to connect with them, to approach them, yes, if one wants, to 
merge with them to a certain extent, ... through the correctness of the political leadership, 


which is realized by this avant-garde through the correctness of its political strategy and 
tactics, on the condition that the broadest masses convince themselves of this correctness 
through their own experiences." (11) 

If the comrades who wrote the critical section on the undesirable developments in 
socialism had asked themselves the question of in which phases of socialism and in 


which socialist countries these conditions were most met and when and where least, they 
would certainly have one very critical study of developments after the XXth century 
Party conference cannot be avoided. 


2. The DKP document mentions another undesirable development: "Party and state 
merged more and more into an administrative-bureaucratic apparatus." (12) 
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There are two things to say about this. Firstly, it is unavoidable and by no means 
to be viewed negatively from the outset that in a state in which the working class 
is the ruling class, there are "fusions" in certain places between the party of the 
working class and the state institutions for the purpose of coordinating and 
rationalizing work. Lenin commented on this on various occasions: "As the ruling 
party, we could not avoid merging the 'tops' of the Soviets with the 'tops' of the 
party - they have merged with us and will remain so." (13) And in his work “Better 
less, but better” Lenin stated: “How can one combine party institutions with Soviet 
institutions? 

unite? Isn't there something illegal here? ... Indeed, why not unite one 
with the other if the interest of the cause requires it? 

Isn't this elastic union of the Soviet and the party a source of extraordinary strength 
in our politics? | believe that what has proven successful and established itself in 
our foreign policy ... will at least be equally appropriate in relation to our entire 
state apparatus" (14) 


The merger of state and party institutions into an "administrative-bureaucratic 
apparatus" is not the inevitable result of any merger process, but rather the result 
of the fact that both the party and the state leadership no longer focus on the 
interests of the masses and the continuation of the socialist revolution in their 
politics , and therefore sought to compensate for the loss of trust and support of 
the masses through bureaucratic administration. The comrades authors of the 
DKP document could easily have discovered this when examining the developments 
that actually took place in the Soviet Union and the other socialist countries that 
the undesirable development of the fusion of party and state into an administrative- 
bureaucratic apparatus that they registered was a particularly striking result of the 
period following the 20th Party Congress. 


3. The DKP document cites another undesirable development: "Socialist 
democracy not only remained underdeveloped, it was massively injured by the 
disregard of socialist rule of law." (15) "Underdeveloped socialist democracy?" 
How do the comrade authors of this assessment explain the miracle that, according 
to their own statements made a page ago, this "underdeveloped socialist 
democracy" produced democratic achievements such as these they describe: 
"Socialism has brought about social achievements that are in the rich imperialist 
centers were not reached: homelessness and unemployment were overcome, 
there were equal educational opportunities for everyone, developed employment 
for women, free health care and a highly developed mass culture. The existence 
of socialism and its 
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Achievements have significantly improved the conditions for the struggle for social 
and democratic reforms in the developed capitalist countries. The bourgeoisie 
and its governments were forced to make significant concessions." (16) 


In your understanding, do social achievements like the ones you highlight have 
nothing to do with democracy? 


4. Another undesirable development is mentioned: “Mere nationalization took the 
place of real socialization. The result was an increasing alienation from socialist 
property.” (17) What is a "real socialization” instead of a "mere nationalization"? 
The comrade authors answer this in the 'Economy' section of the draft: the main 
content of the first steps towards socialism consists in Building a “socialist self- 
government,” which specifically means: “The old ownership titles of individual 
people to the large corporations, the banks and insurance companies, and to the 
land on which the companies operate will be deleted. The right and obligation to 
control the production of goods and services is given to the producers themselves. 
For this purpose, central, democratically determined planning and control is 
essential. It is essentially exercised through the overall social ownership of the 
financial institutions and the large (both production companies and distribution 
organizations)." (18) corporations 


“Mere nationalization” is avoided here by not saying a word at all about the role of 
the state; a state planning commission is not included in this description of future 
socialism. In the entire “Economy” section, tasks of the state are not mentioned! 
Just as unrealistic like a socialist planned economy without a state, the view that 
the "increasing alienation from socialist property” is caused by "mere 
nationalization." In no socialist country was the creation of socialist property a 
"mere nationalization" but rather meant an actual revolutionary change the position 
of workers and employees from sellers of their labor into members of a collective 
who were involved in determining the working conditions, in drawing up the plan 
for the company and in its fulfillment, and on this basis gradually gained a new 
attitude towards their company . The prerequisite for this new attitude as a co- 
owner of socialist state property to grow and remain permanent is, however, that 
work in socialist companies permanently and consistently guarantees ever better 
satisfaction of the needs of the working people. However, as is well known, this 
was not the case. If the comrades authors identify the real causes of the “increasing 


135 


Machine Translated by Google 


Kurt Gossweiler: How could this happen? part 1 


If they were looking for "alienation" not only from socialist property, but also from the 
socialist state, then they should have investigated the question of where the causes 
of the decline of the economy in the socialist countries lay; it was only this decline 
that ultimately led to not much left of the socialist property remained as “mere 
nationalization”. 


5. As a further undesirable development, the comrades of the DKP state: “This 
‘socialism model' - meaning the Soviet 'model' - was transferred after the Second 
World War to the countries that followed a socialist development path, including 
developed countries like the GDR and the CSSR. While the administrative-centralist 
type of socialism was initially able to achieve significant economic successes, it later 
proved to be insufficiently flexible to master the demands of the scientific and 
technical revolution. The result was that the socialist countries "In terms of the 
development of labor productivity and material standards of living, we fell further and 
further behind the developed capitalist countries. This was bound to destabilize." (19) 


There is nothing wrong with this explanation other than the observation of the growing 
gap between the socialist countries and the developed capitalist countries and the 
destabilizing effect of this fact. On the other hand, it is wrong (and not free from the 
echo of a certain national arrogance) to claim that "this model of socialism" - the 
unspoken, unspoken addition of a backward country is included - has been 
"transferred" even to such developed countries like the GDR and the CSSR. who the 


The comrade authors are unlikely to misinterpret the formulation of the "transfer" of 
the "Soviet model" to other socialist countries in the intended sense of "imposition". 


In contrast, it must be remembered what Lenin says about the international 
significance of the Russian revolution in “Left Radicalism”: “The Russian example 
(shows) all countries something, and something extremely essential, from their 
inevitable and not distant future. ... .Hence the international one 

"Meaning" ... of Soviet power and also of the foundations of Bolshevik theory and 
practice." (20) 


When, after the victory over fascism, the people's democratic states in... 

When Eastern Europe arose and set itself the goal of the transition to socialism, there 
was only one socialist country from whose experiences one could learn, and that 

was to learn from it how, under the most unfavorable conditions, one could transform 
a backward, underdeveloped country into a historically unique one A modern industrial 
country and a socialist society developed in a short time, capable of serving everyone 
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Not only to withstand imperialist attacks and even the treacherous attack of the 
strongest imperialist military power, but to crush them. 


Nevertheless, the Soviet "model" was neither imposed on the new socialist countries 
nor was it simply copied. Each of these countries came to socialism on its own path - 
taking into account its national characteristics. For example, the people's democratic 
states differed from the Soviet Union in that the leading party emerged from the union 
of communists and social democrats, that they maintained a multi-party system, that 
their land was generally not nationalized, that in addition to state-owned companies 
and commercial organizations there were also private or mixed companies in industry 
and crafts and in Trade remained, that from the beginning all citizens had the same 
right to vote, etc. But of course all of these states were equal to the Soviet state in 
that they all had those basic features that make up the essence of the dictatorship of 
the proletariat, the rule of the working class. 


However, this equality does not come from the fact that it was demanded and 
"transferred" by the Soviet Union, but because in all communist parties the teachings 
of Marx-Engels and Lenin on these basic principles were part of the ABC of their self- 
image - which is unfortunately no longer the case today . 


The representation in the DKP document has nothing to do with reality, as if the 
same, namely an “administrative-centralist type of socialism” prevailed in all socialist 
countries. 


After the XXth century at the latest. At the party congress, the commonality of the 
basic features of the socialist states ceased, as a result of the sanctioning of the 
ideology of "national communism" by the CPSU. This already happened in 1955, 
when Khrushchev, as general secretary of the CPSU, put his signature next to Tito's 
on a document that was the slogan of the Communist manifesto: “Proletarians of all 
countries unite!” and the principles of international cooperation of the communist 
parties and all socialist countries by postulating: “The question of internal organization, 
of difference ... in the concrete forms of the development of socialism (are) exclusively 
a matter for the peoples of the individual countries." (21) 


The Soviet Union, under the leadership of Khrushchev, had already existed before the XXth century. 
With this signature, the party congress established a basis for the “Soviet model” in 
principle. With the help of Khrushchev, in other socialist states after the 20th party 
congress, men were launched to the top of the party and the state who openly 
opposed the “Soviet model”. oriented towards the "Yugoslavian model" of Tito's 
revisionism; they were Gomulka in Poland and Imre Nagy in Hungary. Gomulka had 
barely reached the top of the Polish in October 1956 
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United Workers’ Party achieved this when he began to transform Poland back into 
a country of individual farmers by pursuing a policy of dissolving the existing 
agricultural production cooperatives and preferentially selling state land to large 
farmers. In the press and cultural life the gate was opened wide for the influx of 
Western ideology, while at the same time wide space was given to anti-Sovietism 
and anti-Semitism. In stark contrast to the “Soviet model,” it was also permitted 
that Polish currency could be exported to capitalist foreign countries. 


The second candidate who owed his rise to the top of the state to Khrushchev 
was Imre Nagy; He unleashed the counterrevolution in October 1956, declared 
Hungary's withdrawal from the Warsaw Pact and called on NATO for help. One of 
his ministers had been Janos Kadar. After the counter-revolution was suppressed 
by Soviet troops, thanks to Khrushchev, Kadar became leader of the reorganized 
party, which now took the name Hungarian Socialist Workers' Party (USAP). 
Kadar's Hungary practiced a policy of "bloc rapprochement" externally, which saw 
NATO not as an imperialist opponent, but as a partner in joint peacekeeping; 
internally, the Kadar regime was characterized by extensive liberalization from the 
Western side was met with warm applause. 


Both Poland and Hungary, after the change of leadership in the wake of the XX. 
Party congress showed more signs of adopting the "Yugoslav model" than the 
Soviet model of the time before the 20th party congress. It is all the more 
remarkable that it was precisely these two countries, and here again especially 
Poland, whose economy went into the downward trend the earliest and most 
strongly This downward trend was not caused by an “administrative-centralist type 
of socialism”, but rather the destruction of internationalist socialist cooperation and 
division of labor in the CMEA area (Council for Mutual Economic Assistance). 
Instead of the planned economy of the Comecon countries growing together into 
one large economic organism, there was a growing disintegration of the economy 
of the socialist countries on the basis of the document signed by Tito and 
Khrushchev in 1955, while at the same time the process of integration of the 
capitalist countries of Europe was taking place made rapid progress. 


The GDR government repeatedly made efforts in the Council for Mutual Economic 
Assistance to make the CMEA an effective body for bringing together and 
reciprocal coordination of economic plans. To do this, it would have been 
necessary to transform the CMEA into a planning center, and not only that 
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It was not allowed to hand out recommendations, but rather its jointly developed 
determinations had the same degree of binding force for everyone as those of the 
national planning commissions in their own country. 


But this was incompatible with the "national-communist" position, according to which 
"the concrete forms of the development of socialism" are exclusively the responsibility 

of each individual country. It is impossible to measure what enormous damage, what 
huge losses of resources and productivity development, have been inflicted on socialism 
by the blocking of socialist international economic planning. Add to this the transition 
from scientifically based economic planning to adventurous planning games, as 
expressed in Khrushchev's announcements that he had caught up with the USA in per 
capita production by 1970 and had laid the foundations of communism in the Soviet 
Union by 1980, if one also takes into account the break with the People's Republic of 
China that Khrushchev deliberately brought about, then it should be clear enough that 
the explanation that the "administrative-centralist type of socialism" is to be blamed for 
the lagging behind of the socialist countries is an astonishing one This shows one- 
sidedness and short-sightedness. Apparently the authors never knew how hard the GDR 
leadership tried in the 1960s to initiate the necessary steps in the CMEA to master the 
scientific and technical revolution and what efforts they were making in their own country 
attempted - again in vain for the reasons already mentioned. 


6. The following is further stated as an undesirable development: "No new type of 
productive force development adequate to socialism has been created in the socialist 
countries" (22). It remains quite unclear what is meant by this. | assume that the comrade 
authors want to express this that IT and computerization should actually have been the 
invention of the socialist countries, because it is a development of productive forces that 
can only develop its full potential to benefit humanity under socialism. But even if that is 
what is meant, This statement also shows an astonishing lack of either knowledge or 
thought. 


Stalin's comments from 1931 are well known: “We are 50 to 100 years behind the 
advanced countries. We have to cover this distance in ten years. Either we can do this 
or we will be crushed." (23) They were not crushed, they managed to cover a distance 
of 50 to 100 years in ten years. What kind of development of productive forces? Like 
with the capitalist one, with which no other country has achieved something similar? The 
comrades authors have never done so 
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Have you read Lenin's work "The Great Initiative"? Do you not see joint work in 
production cooperatives as a development of productive forces adequate to 
socialism? Or are you also one of those who, by the "Black Book of Communism", 
mean the economic successes of the Soviet Union in the 1930s and 1940s were 
only achieved through a regime of terror? | apologize for asking such a question 

- but how else can one explain the statement quoted? 


7. “In the long run, socialist values were unable to gain widespread acceptance. 
(24) 


It would have been more correct to formulate it: "The socialist values, which had 
already become widespread in the Soviet Union and largely established in the 
other socialist countries, could not be maintained in the long term.” But whether 
formulated one way or the other, it does not provide an explanation given for the 
defeat, no cause is named, but one of the phenomena of the defeat, which itself 
requires an explanation. Only this explanation would name one of the causes of 
the defeat. But finding it is not that difficult: How should socialist values can be 
preserved if the time in which they grew was later no longer represented solely 
by the class enemy, from whom nothing else could be expected, but was 
portrayed for decades by their 'own' people as a time of cumulative, successive 
crimes? 


It also applies to the following statements in the document that they either miss 
reality or do not name any causes, but rather cite phenomena that themselves 
require the discovery of their causes: “We see the main internal cause for the 
defeat of socialism in the fact that social conditions more and more ossified and 

it has not been possible to cope with the task of giving socialism new, revolutionary 
development impulses on its own basis, in accordance with the level of 
development achieved.” (25) 


Since when did social conditions “freeze” more and more? What do the authors 
even mean by this “freeze”? In the pre-war and war period, which was filled, both 
positively and negatively, with the most tense preparations for the impending 
imperialist attack and with the defense of Soviet power, there can hardly be any 
talk of "frozenness”. And the exact opposite of rigidity, namely A long-term, life- 
threatening weakening of the theoretical, ideological, political, economic and 
cultural foundations of the socialist state emanated from the 20th Party Congress. 
This explains why from then on socialism "on its own basis", precisely because it 
was disintegrated, no new revolutionaries, 
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but increasingly - especially from 1985 - counter-revolutionary developments 
emerged. Something similar can be said and asked about the “dogmatic rigidity of 
social theory”. 


The obvious economic and political mistakes in the Khrushchev period are not the 
result of dogmatic rigidity, but of revisionist softening. 


However, it is correct to state that the defeat of socialism is at the same time the 
result of external and internal counter-revolution. The following quotations from 
Churchill and the US Secretary of State Dulles illustrate. 


In a House of Commons speech on May 11, 1953, British Prime Minister 
Churchill stated: “The most important event is ... of course the change of 
attitude and, we all hope, of spirit, which has taken place in the Soviet 
sphere and particularly in the Kremlin since the death of Stalin has ... . It 
would certainly not cause any harm if every state were to look for things 
to do that were pleasant instead of unpleasant for the partner (!, KG). 
Above all, it would be a disaster if, through our natural desire to achieve 
a general settlement in international politics, we were to prevent any 
beneficial evolution that could take place within Russia." (26) This is 
indeed an early one , perhaps even the first concept of the "indirect 
strategy" of "change through convergence." As for John Foster Dulles, 
the press reported on a speech he gave in July 1956 that he predicted, among oth 
Forces of freedom now at work behind the Iron Curtain could prove irresistible and 
change the international landscape by 1965. Through their anti-Stalin campaign 
and their liberalization program, the Soviet leaders had triggered a chain reaction 
that they "couldn't stop in the long run" (27) and, as Gorbachev showed, didn't 
even want to stop. 


To conclude my reflections on this section of the DKP's socialism document, let 
me say that | was very distressed to read it. The comrades of the DKP can look 
back on a proud history of decades of self-sacrificing and steadfast struggle 
against German imperialism and on a great tradition of internationalist solidarity 
with the anti-imperialist and peace struggle of the peoples. In my opinion, of all the 
communist organizations existing in the Federal Republic 
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The DKP has the best chance of becoming the nucleus of a future all- 
German communist party - in my opinion, however, only under the one 
condition that it succeeds in freeing itself from the burden of the 20th 
century. to free themselves from the distortions of the history of their own 
movement that emerged at the CPSU Congress. 


Our starting point was the question of why revisionism was able to win in the 
Soviet Union and the European socialist states - with the exception of Albania. 
We saw that the response of the comrades from “Red Morning” turned into one 
dead end leads. The comrades in the DKP, on the other hand, do not even ask 
themselves this question because they expressly deny that revisionism in the 
CPSU has triumphed over Marxism-Leninism. When answering this question, | 
think the following aspects and circumstances must be taken into account: 


The victory of the Soviet Union in the Patriotic War was also a victory anda 
triumph of the Marxist-Leninist policies of the CPSU (B). The reputation of the 
Soviet Union, socialism and the communists had reached a height that could 
hardly be surpassed, not through propaganda, but through the deeds and 
achievements of socialism, the Soviet Union and its people before the eyes of the 
whole world. Anyone who would have claimed back then that the policies of the 


CPSU (B) and its leader had led the communist movement to catastrophe - they 
would have been declared insane. 


At the same time, however, with the end of the war, conditions emerged that... 
Revival of revisionist currents in the communist 
movement like rarely before: 


Firstly, the anti-Hitler coalition also had the effect of weakening or even erasing 
the awareness of the ultimately irreconcilable antagonism between imperialism 
and socialism among quite a few communists. A division of the imperialists into 
“alliable", good and trustworthy ones - the allies of the anti-Hitler coalition - and 
into unacceptable, hostile ones - the fascist Axis powers - became widespread. 
This led to a weakening of the vigilance against enemy activities and subversive 
work by the US and English side. 


Secondly, in some communist parties there were tendencies to draw liquidation 
conclusions from the practice of the broad anti-fascist popular front in the sense 
that in order to preserve this broad united front the communist party should be 
allowed to be absorbed into it, i.e. dissolved (e.g. Browderism 


142 


Machine Translated by Google 


Kurt Gossweiler: How could this happen? part 1 
in the USA). Such tendencies also appeared in the Communist Party of Yugoslavia. 


Thirdly, after the incredible tensions and sacrifices of the war years, there was 
understandably a huge longing among the Soviet people to finally reap the fruits 
of long deprivation and victory. This created a favorable situation for demagogues 
like Khrushchev to gain a mass base by promising a rapid improvement and ease 
of life as a result of a "new course," the shift of the center of gravity of economic 
plans from the production goods to the consumer goods industry. 


Fourthly, after the end of the war, hundreds of thousands of Soviet people were 
exposed to the living conditions and everyday life in the capitalist countries, 
especially in Germany, for the first time through opening up to the outside world. 
For the first time they experienced the great gap in comfort and everyday 
technology that existed between the capitalist West and their own country, a gap 
that could even be seen in the rubble of German cities. While Soviet citizens had 
previously only compared their living conditions with those of their parents before 
the revolution and from this gained the certainty of the superiority of socialism, the 
standard of comparison now became life in the capitalist West, or capitalist West 
until 1945, and they had to bitterly realize that that they, the victors, lived worse 
than the defeated Germans. This created a favorable breeding ground for the 
uptake of slogans that propagated the weakening of the confrontation with 
capitalism and the convergence of the systems. 


Fifth: Of extraordinary importance was the fact that the world had now entered the 
atomic age, with the constant threat of self-extinction looming over humanity 
through the triggering of a nuclear war. 


This could be exploited - and was exploited by the revisionists like Tito, Knrushchev 
and Gorbachev - on the one hand to bring the armed struggles of national liberation 
movements against imperialism to a halt or at least to dampen them with the 
hypocritical and concerned argument that lies behind every local conflict there is 

a lurking danger of escalation into a nuclear war. 

On the other hand, the fear of a nuclear war was used to deprive the peoples’ 
struggle for peace of its anti-imperialist thrust, in that imperialism, with the USA at 
the forefront, was no longer exposed and exposed as the starting point of the 
danger of nuclear war, but conversely as the indispensable and trustworthy thing, 
peaceful coexistence converted partners in the efforts to secure peace and prevent 
nuclear war. 
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Sixthly, the longer it took, the more it became clear that representatives of this class 
were particularly susceptible to the "Western way of life" and became its 
propagandists, whose real task in socialist society was the preservation and further 
development of socialist culture and ideology against intrusion bourgeois ways of 
thinking and living - the layer of intellectuals, especially those working in culture. 
Not so much those who had found their way to the workers' movement under 
capitalist conditions, but above all those who were born and grew up after the 
victory of the revolution, were for the slogans of the freedom of the artistic 
personality, of their right to “self-realization” as a unique individual. 


Some of them claimed from the newly developing society a freedom for the 
individual that only developed socialism, which no longer has to fight for self- 
assertion, can grant, but felt the need to put their skills at the service of society, as 
an inadmissible interference with their freedom, and thus became easy prey for the 
revisionist soul hunters in their search for well-known personalities whose names 
could be misused for attacks against the Communist Party and alleged "Stalinism". 


The new conditions mentioned thus created favorable conditions for the revisionist 
departure from the Leninist principles not to be recognized as such, but rather for 
the false assurances to be believed that this was a contemporary, creative further 
development of Marxism-Leninism in accordance with the new ones historical 
conditions. 


But even more decisive for the victory of revisionism over Marxism-Leninism in the 
Soviet Union and, from there, in the European socialist countries was another 
circumstance. 


As already shown in the first part of the lecture, since the XX. At the congress of 
the CPSU a fierce battle took place within the communist movement between the 
revisionist and the Marxist-Leninist forces. The defenders of the Marxist-Leninist 
position in the CPSU ended up losing because in this struggle - for reasons that 
will be discussed later - 

did not follow elementary principles of the political-ideological struggle. Such 
principles not followed were: 
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First: The political-ideological struggle must not be carried out anonymously and abstractly, 
but must be carried out concretely, with name and address. 


Second: This struggle must be carried out publicly, with the participation of the entire party 
membership, before the eyes and ears and with the participation of the entire people. Only 
then will the members and the masses of the people be able to form their own judgments 
and recognize who is acting for and who is acting against their interests. 


Both principles were ignored by the defenders of Lenin's positions - most notably Molotov 
and Kaganovich. But this also applies to the anti-revisionist forces in the European socialist 
countries, among whom Walter Ulbricht should be mentioned prominently. 


When the events in Poland and Hungary in the fall of 1956 made it very clear how disastrous 
the XX. After the party congress activated all counter-revolutionary forces and encouraged 
them to go on the offensive, the Marxist-Leninist forces in the CPSU and on an international 
scale went on a counter-offensive, but in such a way that this counter-offensive was either 


shielded from the public or carried out anonymously. Just two typical examples: 


First, after the counter-revolution in Hungary, the anti-revisionist forces in the CPSU came to 
the conclusion that Khrushchev could no longer remain at the head of the party. However, 
they did not go public to explain why Khrushchev could no longer remain the leader of 
Lenin's party; rather, in June 1957, they tried to depose Khrushchev in a surprise move, 
namely through a deposition decision in the Presidium of the Central Committee of the 
CPSU , in which Khrushchev's opponents had a majority. With this majority - which, in 
addition to Molotov and Kaganovich, included Voroshilov, Pervukhin, Saburov and others - 
Khrushchev was in fact deposed at this presidential meeting. 


However, Khrushchev's close confidants ensured that a central committee plenum was 
immediately convened, at which Khrushchev's supporters had the majority, and this July 
plenum in July 1957 overturned his dismissal and in return removed Molotov and Kaganovich 
from their party positions (later both were expelled from the party as ‘party enemies’). The 
attempt to oust the revisionist forces from the party leadership behind closed doors had the 
opposite effect: it consolidated their position. 


Second: In this situation, the Marxist-Leninists of the international communist movement 
tried to influence developments in their own way. How 
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As already mentioned in the first part of the report, at the two international 
consultations in Moscow in 1957 and 1960, in which the Chinese People's Party 
and the Workers' Party of Albania also took part, revisionism became sharply and 
unequivocally the main danger for the communist movement and for explains 
socialism. However, in the 1957 document no one, no party or person, was named 
as the bearer of revisionism; in the 1960 document only the League of Communists 
of Yugoslavia was named. However, the most dangerous carrier, spreader and 
protector of revisionism for the communist movement - Khrushchev - remained 
unnamed this time. Rather, he was given the opportunity to once again deceive the 
communist and Soviet public about his role and cover his tracks by signing this 
document condemning revisionism himself. 


The documents from 1957 and 1960 are evidence of a kind of temporary truce 
between Marxist-Leninists and the chieftains of revisionism: the revisionists 
accepted and signed the - anonymous - 

Condemnation of their own politics, the Marxist-Leninists openly accepted and 
subscribed to revisionist theses such as the possibility of the parliamentary path to 
socialism and the unreserved approval of the “historic decisions of the 20th century”. 
Party Congress" as a "contribution to the further development of the communist 
movement on the basis of Marxism-Leninism". This also corresponded to the fact 
that when revisionist party leaders such as Khrushchev or Gomulka greeted each 
other with their anti-revisionist opponents, such as Walter Ulbricht, at conferences 
or during mutual visits, this was never without brotherly kisses: to the outside world 
the image of brotherly agreement was preserved. 


How could it happen that such an experienced Bolshevik as Molotov, who had 
already been a member of the party leadership during Lenin's lifetime, made such 
serious omissions in the fight against the revisionists? We can only make 
assumptions about this as long as no documents provide information about it. 


My guesses go like this: At the beginning, from 1953 to the XX. Party Congress, 
the magnitude of the danger was underestimated and the replacement of 
Khrushchev at the head of the party by a reliable Marxist-Leninist was seen as a 
task that could be solved without great difficulty. 


After the XX. The magnitude of the danger had become frighteningly clear at the 
party conference and the events of 1956. At the same time, however, the situation 
in the country and internationally had become so much more difficult that an open 
struggle for power with the Khrushchev group carried incalculable risks: 
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1. The launch of the anti-Stalin campaign on the XXth century, which Dulles 
rightly welcomed with such hope. The Congress had caused a terrible shock 
throughout the entire communist movement, plunging it into crisis and even 
bringing some communist parties to the brink of collapse. There was no need to 
fear a new “XX. Congress", this time with the replacement and condemnation of 
Khrushchev, would trigger an even more violent shock and perhaps turn the crisis 
of the communist movement into an existential crisis? 


2. In accordance with Churchill's quoted recommendations to behave towards the 
new leadership in the Soviet Union after Stalin's death in such a way that any 
"wholesome evolution" there would not be hindered but promoted, the imperialist 
powers had already back then abandoned their abrupt course of confrontation and 
in 1955 At the four-power conference in Geneva, they signaled their willingness to 
transition to a policy of détente. Such signals had aroused great hopes among the 
masses in their own camp, but also in the socialist camp, for an end to the 
constant life with the fear of war and the threat of nuclear war. They didn't have to 
can certainly count on the fact that the imperialist politicians would react to the 
removal of their hopeful Khrushchev from the leadership with an immediate return 
to a harsh confrontational policy in order to portray Khrushchev's opponents as 
the authors of the new threat of war and to demand the return of the " "Peace 
fighter and peace savior" Khrushchev become a demand of the masses? 


3. What effect would the revelation of a split in the party leadership and an open 
leadership struggle have on the party and for the entire country? Could it be ruled 
out that this would not even create the danger of civil war? In the case of Beria it 
had been proven that... 

Khrushchev had brought certain parts of the armed forces behind him! 


4. After the party and state fell into the hands of Khrushchev's and Tito's partisans 
in Poland and Hungary, Khrushchev's removal from power could not remain 
without dangerous consequences: it had to, must, cause the immediate danger of 
a split and a conflict in one's own camp but Gomulka and Imre Nagy fear for their 
own position. 


5. If in such a situation of deep conflict, even a split in the Soviet leadership and in 
the socialist camp, one or more of the revisionist leaders were to do what Imre 
Nagy actually did in November 1956 - namely NATO troops for the to call one's 
own side for help - there was no need to fear that the NATO powers would do so 
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Wouldn't they miss the opportunity to finally realize their "roll-back" plans? Wouldn't open 
action against the Khrushchev group even threaten to trigger a new war? 


Although the assumption that such concerns are the explanation for the failure to openly 
confront revisionism in the Soviet Union is only conjecture, the risks listed were objectively 
existing and not imagined risks, and every responsible politician must take them into 
account To consider. The list of these risks confirms the statement made in the first part: 
the strength of revisionism is a borrowed strength, it is the reflection of the strength of 
imperialism. 


Revisionism is the "softener" of imperialism in its fight against socialism. It works for it 
more effectively and reliably than its most modern means of mass destruction. If one does 
not stop its creeping work of decomposition, over time it will itself become a granite 
primitive rock, like the Bolsheviks Party, into a pudding mass that even a Pizza Hut 
representative and an alcoholic can clear away. History is a cruel teacher. Because the 
Soviet opponents of the revisionist usurpers do not carry out their fight against the 
revisionists according to Lenin's demands not only did they not lead to the open expression 
of the differences, but hidden from the eyes of the public, they allowed the "softener" of 
imperialism to undisturbed the destruction of the party and the Soviet power. 


Lenin taught: “In our terms, it is the consciousness of the masses that makes the state 
strong. It is strong when the masses know everything, can judge everything and do 
everything consciously." (28) The fact that this was not always and not consistently acted 
upon - that, in my opinion, is one of the most decisive reasons for the defeat of socialism 
In the future, always and under all circumstances, to act according to Lenin's teaching - 
that is one of the most important lessons from our defeat. 
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16/17. 

2) Declaration of the consultation of representatives of the communist and workers’ 
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3) Marx-Engels-Werke (MEW), Vol. 34, Berlin 1966, p. 407. 

4) MEW, Vol. 8, Berlin 1960, p. 6. 
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May 12, 1994 in Leverkusen,” p. 10. 
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Source: offensive 2-1998, special issue “Content Conferences of the Left, Issue 1” 


On the role of Stalin and the share of 


Khrushchev revisionism in the destruction of the 
Soviet Union 


Since | started thinking politically - thanks to my mother and her second 
Husband, both had been members of the KPD since 1927 - i.e. since my tenth 
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For me, the Soviet Union was the country of my admiration and the homeland of 
all communists. 


But it was by no means the case that over time trust in the Soviet Union and its 
leadership was not subject to stress tests. 


The first, for me and for my comrades from the illegal KJVD, were the Moscow 
trials. 


At that time we also had a discussion with a fellow youth who had drifted towards 
the Trotskyists and was already saying everything about the trials that, since the 
Khrushchev and Gorbachev rehabilitations of those convicted at the time, has now 
become the standard repertoire of all “innovators” and “reformers”. Heard in 
various communist and former communist, now renamed parties: that all those 
convicted were of course innocent and only had to die because they stood in the 
way of Stalin's quest for omnipotence. 


This young Trotskyist also brought forward the alleged “testament” of Lenin, which 
is often cited today, in which he warned against Stalin. 


Of course, we had no way to check all of this at the time. But there was a very 
simple and at the same time convincing means of checking whether our trust in 
the Soviet Union and Stalin was justified: examining the actions of the Soviet 
Union and Stalin in the confrontation with fascism! 


In the summer of 1936, Franco undertook his coup against the Spanish Popular 
Front government, signaling the start of the intervention of fascist Germany and 
Mussolini's Italy in favor of the establishment of a fascist regime in Spain, as a 
prelude to the planned great war. 


The position towards the war in Spain thus became the test of the position of all 
states, parties and individuals towards fascism. 


As everyone knows, there was only one state in the entire world that helped 
defend the Spanish Republic against the Hitler and Mussolini aggressors, and that 
state was not neighboring France with its Popular Front government, nor was it 
England and it was Neither did the USA - rather, they all helped Franco, Hitler and 
Mussolini to strangle the Spanish Republic through their hypocritical non- 
intervention policy. 


Only the Soviet Union came to the aid of the Spanish people and the volunteers in 


the Interbrigades with weapons and soldiers. So she did exactly what we expected 
her to do. She has not betrayed our trust. 
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A second test was the conclusion of the non-aggression treaty between the Soviet 
Union and Hitler's Germany in August 1939. 


At that time | was drafted into labor service and taken to a RAD camp in Pomerania. 
Most of the other “working men” came from Pomerania and were, if not Nazis, then 
certainly not conscious opponents of Nazism. But there was also someone from 
Berlin in my “squad”, and not only that - he also came from a communist family, and 
we quickly found out that we were both of the same color. 


One day in August he told me that his father had been visiting over the weekend 
and had made an unlikely announcement. He said that a treaty would be concluded 
between Germany and the Soviet Union in the near future and he should prepare 
for it. He didn't tell him where his father got it from. 


| still thought that was a real latrine slogan and told my friend that too. 


But then August 23rd came, and there was no longer any doubt: the Soviet Union 
had concluded a non-aggression treaty with Hitler's Germany! And the Nazi press 
reported on it as if it were an alliance directed against the Western powers. 


What should we think of this? 


The most important thing for both of us was to examine the published text of the 
treaty to see whether there was any passage in it that went beyond a mutual non- 
aggression agreement and would have given the whole thing an alliance character. 
To our great reassurance, there was not a single such passage. When looking for 
reasons that could have caused the Soviet Union to take this step, we agreed that 
the Soviet Union certainly wanted to prevent the obvious danger that the Western 
powers would sign a new Munich Agreement with Hitler's Germany, but this time at 
the expense of the Soviet Union , would close; We both knew very well that they 
had not only tolerated the rearmament of Nazi Germany, but had encouraged it in 
the hope of being able to direct German aggression against the Soviet Union. If the 
Soviet Union managed to gain time with this agreement, then that could only be fine 
with us. We were sure that it could only be about saving time; Because we knew 
this much: the most important war aim of Hitler and his financial capitalist backers 
was the destruction of the “Bolshevik danger”, the Soviet Union. If Germany initially 
turns against the West 
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would turn, then also with the intention of clearing their backs for a later war 
against the SU. 


The occupation of the eastern Polish areas by the Red Army on 17. 

September, which is still today condemned in the highest tones of moral indignation 
by so-called “democratic socialists” as a gross violation of international law - by 

the same people who today, as soon as they have got into the much coveted 
government positions, turn themselves into enforcement agents of capital's 
programs to plunder the voters to whom they had previously promised to represent 
their interests - affirming and welcoming this occupation gave us no difficulty at all. 
On the one hand, because where the Red Army stood guard, the Wehrmacht 

could not advance any further, so the population was protected from being 
trampled under the boot of the fascists. 


But even more important: we knew that these were areas that had belonged to 
Belarus and Ukraine and had been annexed by the Pilsudski regime in 1920 by 
force and in violation of international law. We considered it a stroke of genius on 
Stalin's part to exploit the current entanglements of the imperialist powers to 
peacefully take back what had been violently taken from Soviet Russia. 


When | received three months of study leave in October 1940 - now as a member 
of the Wehrmacht - | naturally reconnected with the comrades in our KJVD group. 
They too had assessed the events mentioned in the same way as | and my 
comrade in the RAD squad. 


Furthermore, our attitude towards the Soviet Union in this complicated time, and 
as closed off from information as we have been since 1933, was determined by a 
trust in the Soviet leadership that had never been disappointed over many years. 
We were also quite sure that sooner or later the Wehrmacht would receive the 
order to attack the Soviet Union, and we were just as sure that this would then be 
the beginning of the end of the Hitler regime in Germany. 


Here too, our trust in the Soviet Union and its leadership should not be disappointed. 


On June 21, 1941, Hitler gave the order to implement “Plan Barbarossa” and to 
begin the attack on the Soviet Union. 


From the first day until March 14, 1943, the day | defected to the Red Army, | was 
forced to take part in the “Eastern Campaign.” 
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Of course, after | defected to the Soviet side, | was a prisoner of war and was sent to a labor 
camp. Life there was hard, working in the peat bog to extract peat as fuel for a nearby power 
plant, with all too often broken shoes in the water of the drainage ditches. 


But | knew how Soviet prisoners of war were treated by the Germans, | had personally 
experienced how the wounded were simply shot down, and | knew that in the “Stalags” in 
Germany, Soviet prisoners of war were deliberately killed en masse through work, hunger 
and disease. We, on the other hand, saw how Soviet doctors tried to save the lives of 


wounded German prisoners of war 
to rescue. 


The food in our camp was such that hunger was never completely satisfied, but we also 
knew that the population in the next village was no better off. 
We experienced that in a particularly severe winter - | think it was 1945-1946 - the people in 


the village added tree bark to their meals, while even in the worst of times we found canned 
meat from US supplies in our food. 


In short, as a prisoner of war | also experienced that one could rely on Stalin's word: "If the 
German soldier surrenders, he will be treated in accordance with international agreements!" 
This went so far - to the great annoyance of many "compatriots" - that the regulations that 
gave officers preferential treatment were adhered to. 


After a few months, | and other comrades were sent as a student to the central Antifa school 
in Taliza, where we - ten students in total - worked as assistants to the emigrant comrades 
who were teachers there after completing the course. | stayed there until my release to 
Germany in the summer of 1947. These were years of most tense studies because we had 
to acquire the knowledge necessary to give lectures and conduct seminars in the areas of: 
German history, the history of Russia and the Soviet Union , history of the German workers' 
movement, political economy and Marxist-Leninist philosophy. 


Those years at the Antifa school - they were my real university; and | am not exaggerating 
when | say: I still draw on what | learned there today, because without it | would not have 


been able to recognize the Khrushchev regime as a betrayal of Marxism-Leninism and as a 
hostile diversion. 


What gave us the strongest incentive there and also gave us the greatest satisfaction was 
the awareness that we were helping to ensure that Landser, whom Hitler had abused to 
destroy the Soviet Union, returned home as anti-fascists 
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returned to help overcome the heavy intellectual and material legacy of fascism and 
establish a new, anti-fascist order across Germany. 


After returning home in the summer of 1947, | worked in the district leadership of the 


SED until 1955, and then began studying for a doctorate at Humboldt University in 
1955. 


On March 5, 1953, while | was still working in the party apparatus, Stalin died. 

During the huge mourning demonstration that took place in Berlin and around the 
world, | heard the almost desperate question: “What should happen now? What will 
happen next?” | thought back then and probably also said to this and that: “How can a 
Marxist ask like that? Others will take his place and carry on his cause, Lenin’s cause!” 


All too soon | realized that | was wrong, that | had underestimated the role of personality. 


Where did that come from? It wasn't yet clear to me what | was slowly learning: 
namely, that the role of personality is much more important in socialist society than in 


capitalism. 


Under capitalism it would be completely impossible for a party or state leader to 
undermine the capitalist order through a policy of betrayal of his class and to transform 
it step by step and little by little into a no longer capitalist, into a socialist one. 


But in socialism there is such a way of undermining the socialist 

order and its perestroika into a capitalist one by means of a policy of class betrayal by 
the party and state leadership was not only possible, but was started by Khrushchev 
and brought to success by Gorbachev. 


Why is that? 


We actually all know the explanation, but we are not aware of it: Capitalism is a self- 
regulating system to whose laws people are subject. 


Socialism is a science in theory and practice. The socialist construction must therefore 
also be carried out scientifically, that is, the socialist politician and economist must 


understand the laws of the development of society and the 
Know the economic laws of socialism and base your policies on them. 
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Or to put it another way: While the process of the emergence and development of 
capitalism is a spontaneous process, the process of the establishment and development 
of socialism is a conscious, organized process. 


But this means that the leadership qualities of the leading personalities in socialism play a 
decisive role in the fate of socialism, in the success or failure of socialist construction. 


But this also means that the imperialist politicians have completely different and more 
effective means of influencing political developments in the socialist countries than the 
other way around. The socialist system can be paralyzed and even destroyed by infiltrating 
agents of imperialism into its ruling apparatus or by corrupting leaders; the capitalist 
system can only be paralyzed by the struggle of the masses. 


The bourgeoisie obviously knows better than we do about this particularly great importance 
of revolutionary personalities for the victory of socialism. 

Therefore, planning the murders of particularly capable, popular and incorruptible leaders 
of the communist parties and anti-imperialist movements is just as much part of the 
everyday business of the imperialist secret services as the disintegration of revolutionary 
movements and the communist parties from within. 


And hence their particularly high hopes for the death of particularly popular and outstanding 
revolutionary leaders, and the particularly intensive efforts to influence the choice of 
successor after their death. 

There was also the division of the leaders of the communist parties into the “doves” who 
had to be promoted and the “hawks” who had to be fought; Later, those who were to be 
promoted were renamed “anti-Stalinists” and “reformers,” and those who were to be fought 
and eliminated were renamed “Stalinists” and “concrete heads.” 


Even in Lenin's last weeks and days, people in the West were hoping that Soviet power 
would be weakened and disintegrated through power struggles over Lenin's successor 
after his death. And they had reason to have such hopes, because Lenin's decades-long 
opponent, who only appeared in the last months before the October Revolution, at the VI. 
At the Bolshevik Party Congress in August 1917, Trotsky, who had jumped on the 
bandwagon of the revolution prepared and led by the Bolsheviks by joining Lenin's party, 
did everything he could to become Lenin's successor at the head of the party. 


Had he succeeded, it would have been tantamount to the end of the party as a Marxist- 
Leninist party, and therefore tantamount to the end of Soviet power. Because in contrast 
to Lenin and the majority of the leading comrades 
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Trotsky vehemently argued that victory and the construction of socialism in one 
country were impossible. 


In 1915, Lenin spoke for the first time in an essay in the Swiss newspaper “Social 
Democrat” that the victory of socialism was possible in a country taken individually. 


He wrote in the article “The United States of Europe’: 


“As an independent slogan... the slogan United States of the World would hardly 
be correct, because, firstly, it coincides with socialism, and secondly, it could 
represent the wrong view of the impossibility of the victory of socialism in one 
country and a wrong view of the... Allow such a country to develop relationships 
with the rest. The unevenness of economic and political development is an 
unconditional law of capitalism. From this it follows that the victory of socialism is 
initially possible in a few capitalist countries or even in a single country.” (You can 
read this in Vol. 21, p. 345 of Lenin's Works, Berlin 1960). 


Trotsky immediately spoke up with a counter-article in which he wrote: “The only 
somewhat concrete historical argument against the slogan of the United States 
was formulated in the Swiss 'Social Democrat’ in the following sentence: 'The 
unevenness of economic and political development is an unconditional Law of 
Capitalism.’ 'From this the 'social democrat' drew the conclusion that the victory of 
socialism in one country was possible.’ 


Trotsky contradicted this by stating that it would be hopeless to believe “that, for 
example, a revolutionary Russia could assert itself against a conservative Europe.’ 
(In: Trotsky, Writings, Vol. Ill, Part I, p. 89 ). 


After the victory of the October Revolution, all revolutionaries in Russia naturally 
hoped that the workers in other countries, especially in Germany, would follow 
their example. When, after the revolutionary wave had subsided, it became clear 
that Soviet Russia would initially have to live alone in a capitalist encirclement, 
Lenin's words from 1915 spoke of the possibility of the victory of socialism in a 
country, especially a country like Russia, which, to a certain extent, had its own 
continent represented, the guide for the actions of the real Bolsheviks. 


Trotsky, on the other hand, stuck to his thesis that the victory of socialism in one 
country was impossible and proclaimed that without the victory of the world 
revolution the Soviet Union would be doomed. The revolution must therefore 
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be made “permanent” and, if necessary, carried west with the bayonets of the Red 
Army - or it will “rot on the stalk” 


Trotsky's “theory of permanent revolution” actually concealed under the 
“revolutionary” label a theory of capitulation in the event that the “world revolution” 
did not quickly free the Russian revolution from isolation. This theory was at once 
adventurous and defeatist, and in any case counter-revolutionary. The fight against 
them was therefore a fight on the outcome of which the existence of Soviet power 
depended. 


Because Stalin most vigorously defended Lenin's thesis about the possibility of 
the victory of socialism in one country, the Soviet Union, against Trotsky's 
doomsday thesis of the “impossibility of the victory of socialism in one country,” 
Trotsky and his followers concentrated the main fire on Stalin. After all, they have 
achieved that most people today believe that Stalin was the “inventor of the theory 
of the possibility of socialism in one country” and have no idea that this theory 
came from Lenin, nor of what arguments Stalin used for it Lenin's theory defended 
and justified. 

Therefore, what Stalin wrote about this in his work “On the Questions of Leninism” 
in 1926 is presented here: 


“What does the possibility of the victory of socialism in a country mean? 


This means the possibility of overcoming the contradictions between the proletariat 
and the peasantry with the internal forces of our country, the possibility that the 
proletariat can seize power and use this power to establish the perfect socialist 
society in our country, based on the sympathies and the Support for the 
proletarians of other countries, but without a previous victory of the proletarian 
revolution in other countries. 


What does the impossibility of the full, final victory of socialism in one country 
without the victory of the revolution in other countries mean? This means the 
impossibility of a complete guarantee against intervention and consequently 
against the restoration of the bourgeois order if the revolution has not won at least 
in a number of countries." (Read in Volume 8, p. 58 of the Stalin Works.) 


Quite a few people today think that the fall of the Soviet Union proves that 
Trotsky was right against Stalin with his thesis about the impossibility of socialism 
in one country. 


However, they overlook, firstly, that the Soviet Union did not collapse when it was 
still the only socialist state in the world, but after it became socialist 
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States and states with a socialist orientation already existed in all parts of the 
world except Australia, which in the years from 1948/49 to 1960, until the break 
with the People's Republic of China and Albania brought about by Khrushchev, 
had formed a socialist community of states that already covered a third of the 
globe made up. The problem of socialism in one country was thus solved against 
Trotsky in the spirit of Lenin and Stalin. And these people now completely forget 
that the very survival of the socialist tiny Cuba in the stranglehold of its 
overpowering neighbor USA after the demise of its most important supporters 
exposes to ridicule the Trotsky theory of the impossibility of the victory of socialism 
in one country and proves that that Trotsky never understood where the roots of 
the survival of the proletarian revolution lay. 


Even before Lenin's death, he began the struggle for power. Even in the period 
after the XX. At the party congress “de-Stalinized” “History of the Communist Party 
of the Soviet Union” from 1970 (published in Berlin in 1971), this was truthfully 
reported: “Trotsky took advantage of the fact that the leader of the party, VI Lenin, 
as a result of his serious illness resigned from work and took up the fight against 
the party again. He hoped that the difficulties in the country would favor his plans 
to seize the leadership of the party and impose a line that would ultimately lead to 
the restoration of capitalism” (p. 423). 


He relied primarily on Lenin's notes from December 23/24/25, 1922 and January 
4, 1923, which were intended as a letter to the upcoming XIII Party Congress. 
These notes reflect Lenin's great concern that the conflicts in the party, especially 
between Trotsky and Stalin, could lead to a split in the party. In these notes he 
also gave a brief description of the most important comrades in the leadership of 
the party - Trotsky, Stalin, Zinoviev, Kamenev, Bukharin and Pyatakov, noting 
their advantages and disadvantages. 


Stalin was the only one who found nothing wrong with his political stance, but 
rather with what he called Stalin's rudeness in the internal party disputes. “Stalin 

is too rough,” he wrote on January 4, 1924, “and this deficiency, which is quite 
tolerable in our midst and in the intercourse between communists, cannot be 
tolerated in the position of General Secretary. That's why | suggest to the comrades 
that they think about how to replace Stalin and put someone else in his place who 
differs from Comrade Stalin in every respect with only one advantage, namely that 
he is more tolerant, more loyal, more polite and more attentive to the comrades, 
less so 
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moody etc. is. It might seem like this fact is a tiny little thing. However, | believe that from the point of 
view of avoiding a split and from the point of view of the relations between Stalin and Trotsky that | have 
described above, this is not a small thing, or such a small thing that can acquire decisive importance . 
1923 to January 4, 1924 can be found in Volume 36, pp. 577-580, Berlin 1964 of the Lenin Works). 


Trotskyist propaganda to this day claims that Stalin hid Lenin's criticism from the party. 


How it really happened is described in a naturally anti-communist book published in Moscow in 1995 
entitled: Stalin. Letters to Molotov 1925- 


1936, published in Germany in 1996 by Siedler Verlag, described by one of the editors as follows: 


“Only Nadezhda Krupskaya, Lenin's wife, knew the full contents of the document, which she handed 
over to the Central Committee along with other papers after Lenin's death in early 1924. The party 
leadership decided not to include Lenin's letter in the official minutes of the upcoming XIII. Party 
congress, but to read it confidentially to the individual delegations. Stalin offered to resign as general 
secretary, but this was not accepted. The letter itself was not published.” (p.33 of the book mentioned). 


What was published, however, was Stalin's speech on "The Trotskyist Opposition Before and Now" on 
October 23, 1927, in which Stalin discussed the so-called "Eastman Affair" and then stated: 


“It is said that in this 'testament' Comrade Lenin suggested to the party congress that, in view of Stalin's 
‘crudeness’, they should consider replacing Stalin as general secretary with another comrade. That's 
absolutely true. 

Yes, comrades, | am harshly against those who rudely and traitorously undermine and divide the party. 
| have not hidden this and am not hiding it. 

It is possible that a certain degree of leniency towards the splitters is required here. But | can't manage 
it. Right at the first meeting of the Central Committee Plenum after the XIII. At the party conference, | 
asked the plenary session of the Central Committee to relieve me of my role as general secretary. The 
party conference itself dealt with this question. Every delegation considered this question, and all 
delegations, including Trotsky, Kamenev, Zinoviev, unanimously obliged Stalin to remain in his post. 


What could | do? Run away from my post? This is not my style, | have never run away from any post 


and | have no right to run away because that would be desertion... 
A year later | set one up again 
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Request to the plenary session to relieve me of my position, but | was again 
obliged to remain in my post. What else could | do? 


As for the publication of the ‘Testament’, the party congress decided not to publish 
it because it was addressed to the party congress and not intended for the press." 


In fact, it was not Stalin, but others who had to fear publication, since Lenin had 
certified that Trotsky was “non-Bolshevism’” and had said of Kamenev and Zinoviev 
that “the episode in October was of course no coincidence” - (in October 1917 the 
two of them had leaked to the bourgeois press the date decided by the party 
leadership for the start of the armed uprising, which is why Lenin had demanded 
her expulsion from the party for this betrayal); and Lenin had said of Bukharin, “he 
is rightly considered the favorite of the entire party, but his theoretical views can 
only be counted as fully Marxist with very great reservations.” 


But Trotsky used the “testament” with the recommendation to replace Stalin as 
general secretary with someone else to suggest to the party public that Lenin had 
him, Trotsky, in mind as his successor at the head of the party. 

The book published in 1925 by an American journalist and Trotsky sympathizer, 
Max Eastman, entitled: “Since Lenin Died”, gave him strong assistance. Stalin had 
said about this Eastman and his book in the speech mentioned: 


“There is a certain Eastman, a former American communist who was then thrown 
out of the party. After hanging around for a while among Trotskyists in Moscow 
and collecting various rumors and slanders regarding Lenin's ‘Testament’, this 
gentleman went abroad and published a book under the title ‘After Lenin's Death' 
in which he had no color saves in order to slander the party, the Central Committee 
and the Soviet power, and in which everything is based on the fact that the Central 
Committee of our party is supposedly 'hiding' Lenin's 'testament'. Since this 
Eastman had been in contact with Trotsky for a while, we, the members of the 
Politburo, called on Trotsky to distance himself from Eastman, who, by clinging to 
Trotsky and citing the opposition, was making Trotsky responsible for the slanders 
of our party regarding the 'Testaments' is responsible. Because the question was 
so obvious, Trotsky really distanced himself from Eastman and made a statement 
to the press. 

It was published in number 16 of Bolshevik in September 1925.” 


This book was a blatant aid to Trotsky in his struggle to succeed Lenin. He 
describes what to make of Eastman's “revelations”. 
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Co-editor of the above-mentioned documentation of the Stalin letters to Molotov 
from 1995 as follows: 


“Previous Western interpretations have always assumed that Eastman's book 
‘correctly reproduces’ long excerpts of the will. When I read 'Since Lenin Died’ | 
was Surprised to find that this is far from the truth. Eastman not only reproduces 
the will in a severely distorted manner. Rather, his distortions all clearly serve a 
political purpose, which is stated unequivocally in the book's final sentence: The 
revolutionaries of other countries should remember that ‘they have not vowed to 
accept the international authority of one group in the name of 'Leninism’, which 
Lenin warns about in his last words and who suppressed Lenin's essential texts in 
order to maintain this authority. 


Eastman interprets the will as a ‘direct confirmation of Trotsky's reputation’. To 
reach this conclusion he had to omit the positive comments about other leaders 
and the negative comments about Trotsky. The blame for these errors is not 
primarily to be laid at the feet of Eastman, who cited "three responsible, high- 
ranking communists in Russia” who had read the will and "memorized its most 
important sentences." 

In his memoirs, published in 1964, Eastman recalls that Trotsky was at the XIII. 
Party Congress in 1924 pulled me into a hidden corner of the palace and there 
told me the most important sentences from Lenin's 'Testament’. (In a memorandum 
to Stalin, ... Trotsky indicates that he did not meet Eastman during this time.) 
Before publication, Eastman showed his manuscript to Christian Rakovsky, a 
Trotsky acolyte who was then working in France. Rakowski agreed to the 
publication. The responsibility for the distortions therefore appears to lie with the 
Trotsky group itself.” (pp. 34/35) 


In doing so, Trotsky had dug a pit into which Stalin was supposed to fall, but into 
which he now fell himself. He could not help but comply with the Politburo's 


demand and distance himself from Eastman's lies and slanders in the article 
mentioned by Stalin. 


In his speech on the Trotskyist opposition, Stalin quoted a long passage from this 
article by Trotsky. Trotsky stated: 


“It goes without saying that all of these letters and proposals (Lenin) were always 
forwarded as intended, to the delegates of the XII. and XIII Party Congresses and 
of course always exerted a corresponding influence on the party's decisions, and 
if not all of these letters were published, it was because their author did not intend 
them for the press 
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... . All talk about a hidden or violated 'will' is malicious inventions and is directed 
entirely against the actual will of Vladimir Ilyich and against the interests of the 
party he created.” 


This was tantamount to self-exposure, because it had to be clear to everyone that 
the source of Eastman's “revelations” could only be Trotsky himself and his group. 
The “Eastman Affair’ may therefore have contributed to the fact that the attempt 

to exploit Lenin's death to weaken the CPSU by unleashing a power struggle and 
make it incapable of leadership and thereby clear the way for a capitalist restoration 
failed miserably. The main credit for this went to Stalin. It was a stroke of luck for 
the CPSU and for the Soviet Union that after Lenin's death there was a man like 
Stalin who had adopted Lenin's ideas like no other and who had the necessary 
elasticity and toughness that was necessary in the Soviet Union's fight for survival 
against the enemy encirclement, especially after imperialism attacked the Soviet 


Union with the fascist attack 
Germany threatened. 


| have told this long-ago story in such detail because it was brought up again after 
Stalin's death - March 5, 1953 - to be used for the same purpose for which it had 
been used by Trotsky and his followers: to hope for themselves again The death 
of the hated and feared Bolshevik leader gave the imperialists an opportunity to 
intervene in the inevitable situation of uncertainty during the formation of the new 
leadership in their favor and to bring people of their choice to the top. 


If | had already known about the West German “Keesings Archive of the Present” 
back then, in 1953, and had followed its publications, | would have discovered 
more quickly that people in London and Washington were very satisfied with the 
new Moscow leadership and had high hopes for them sat. | could then have read 
the following reports: 


The new US President Eisenhower gave a speech on April 16, 1953 in which he 
said: 


“The world knows that with the death of Stalin an era came to an end... Now a 
new generation of leaders has come to power in the Soviet Union. No matter how 
strong the ties that link them to the past may be, they do not mean a solid bond for 
them.” (Interim question: How did they know that?) 

Eisenhower continued: “The shaping of the future depends largely on their will... . 
The new Soviet leaders thus have a unique opportunity to... become clear about 
the level of general 
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“We have reached the endangerment and that they must do their part to turn the 
tide of history.” 


Churchill on May 11, 1953 in the House of Commons: “The most important event 
is, of course, the change in attitude and, we all hope, in spirit, which has taken 
place in the Soviet area and particularly in the Kremlin since the -~ - It is the 
death of Stalin, in the policy of the (British) government, it to avoid, by every 
means in their power, doing or saying anything that might inhibit any favorable 
reaction that might arise, and to welcome any sign of improvement in our relations 
with Russia.” 


If | had read this back then, | would definitely have asked myself: What is going 
on? Why suddenly so much hope and goodwill towards this new Kremlin 
leadership? Do they have a confidant there? 


But | hadn't read it and so it took me a lot longer until | finally came across the 
same question because of a sequence of events between 1953 and 1956. 


Due to lack of time, | can only name the events that occurred here. | stated in 
some detail in the introduction to my book what it was that made me suspicious 
and suspicious, and perhaps we will still have time to come back to it in the 
discussion. 


The first reason | asked myself why the friends in Karlshorst allowed something 
like this to happen, or perhaps even gave the instructions for it, was the SED 
party leadership's communique about the “New Course,” which was published on 
June 11, 1953. (You can read more about this in my book “Against Revisionism” 
in the article about June 17, 1953.) 


The second event that surprised me and gave me the impression that something 
was no longer quite right over there in the SU was the announcement in December 
1953 about the shooting of Beria, a prominent member after Stalin's death along 
with Malenkov, Molotov and Khrushchev the new “collective leadership” of the 
CPSU, now sentenced to death on charges of having been an imperialist agent 
since the civil war. 


Thirdly, in May 1955, Khrushchev's total rehabilitation of Tito with the declaration 
that all the accusations made against him in 1948 and thereafter were inventions 
of enemies of the state and imperialist agents - an assertion that was obviously 
false and raised the question of what the actual purpose of this historical lie was 
became. After all, everyone knew that Tito was Yugoslavia 
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had led to the Balkan Pact, whose other members were the NATO states Turkey and 
Greece and which was part of the US-led alliance system directed against the Soviet Union. 
It was no less well known that the USA, which had imposed a strict ban on arms exports to 
the socialist states, had no qualms about equipping Tito's Yugoslavia's army with weapons. 


Fourth and most confusing so far - Khrushchev's speech condemning Stalin at the XX. 
Party congress in February 1956. Not only did it fly in the face of everything we had 
previously heard, read and seen in films about Stalin from the Soviet Union, but it was also 
very much the opposite of what Khrushchev himself had previously said about Stalin, Above 
all, however, this speech contained quite a few blatant untruths that | now seriously asked 
myself: Who is this Khrushchev really? Can you really continue to trust him completely? 


And then finally, in the autumn of 1956, in the days of the counter-revolution in Hungary, 
the absolutely incomprehensible and unforgivable happened: the Red Army was in the 
country with its tanks and did not intervene for days when the Hungarian fascist rabble, as 
in the days of the liquidation of the Soviet Republic in Hungary in 1919 hunted down the 
communists and hanged them from trees. Responsibility for this could only lie with the top, 
with Khrushchev. 


But what should one think of a man who, despite proven hostility to the Soviet Union and 
equally proven membership in the USA-led pact system, rehabilitated a favorite of 
imperialism, like Tito, and called him a “dear comrade” - but at the same time gave orders 
to the Red Army soldiers in Hungary to watch idly for days as the Hungarian comrades 
were murdered? 


In my book - (The Dovefoot Chronicle) - | describe how | finally came to the certainty that 
with Khrushchev as General Secretary of the CPSU, the unthinkable had become reality - 
namely, that an enemy disguised as a Marxist-Leninist had risen to the top of Lenin's party . 


This statement still sounds outrageous to some people today, but after the experiences with 
Gorbachev as CPSU leader, it is probably no longer so improbable and adventurous, 
because the unthinkable has now proven before everyone's eyes to be not only thinkable, 
but a sad reality. 


But the question becomes all the more urgent: How was this possible? 


It will be a long time before we are able to give a comprehensive answer to this, because it 
will be a long time before we get access to the archives in which part of the answer is hidden. 
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But we can already say something important about the emergence and growth of 
revisionism. 


Opportunism and revisionism - constant companions of Marxism 
Labor movement 


1. Stalin's fight against Trotskyist and opportunist deviations from Lenin's line (due 
to lack of time only in bullet points) 


Proletarian class struggle - incredibly hard. 


Constant petty-bourgeois influences in the direction of: avoiding difficulties, 
mitigating contrasts, avoiding difficulties. 


Example Il. International: perished as a revolutionary movement. 


The struggle to establish a socialist society in the midst of a hostile imperialist 
encirclement: even more difficult, can only be and remain successful if there is a 
hard and consistent struggle not only against the class enemy, but also against 
opportunism and revisionism within one's own ranks. 


In Soviet Russia this battle had to be waged from the beginning: 


1917: Decision on armed uprising: against Zinoviev and Kamenev! They betray 
this decision to their opponents by announcing it in the bourgeois press. Lenin 
called for their exclusion, but found no majority in favor of it. 


1918: Peace of Brest: Against: Trotsky. His treacherous declaration: “Neither war 
nor peace.” 


1920: Lenin: Transition from war communism to a new economic policy (NOP) 


Some: (e.g. Bukharin): “The NOP is the long-term economic policy of the socialist 
state.” (see Huar, Stalin's contributions to the economy of socialism, offensive 
8/02, p. 41 f.) 


In contrast, Lenin and Stalin “The NOP is the policy of the proletarian dictatorship, 
which is aimed at overcoming the capitalist elements and building socialism through 
the exploitation of the market, through the market.” (Stalin Works, Vol. Il, p. 128. ) 


1928-31: Socialist industrialization: 
Stalin in February 1931: (Short course, p. 425) 
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“We are 50 to 100 years behind advanced countries. 
We have to cover this distance in ten years. Either we get this done or we are 
crushed.” Ten years later - that was the year 1941! 


Against: Trotsky, Zinoviev, Kamenev: “No forced industrialization, not necessary 
and not possible. Instead: bring more foreign concession companies into the 
country.” (Short course, Chapter X, I, 2.) 


1928/29: Collectivization, transition from the policy of restricting the kulak elements 
to the policy of liquidating the kulaks as a class. 


Completely in the spirit of Rosa Luxemburg: from her speech at the founding party 
conference of the KPD: “It would be madness to realize socialism without agriculture. 
From the point of view of the socialist economy, industry cannot be redesigned 
without direct integration with a socialist reorganized agriculture." (In: Rosa 
Luxemburg: | was, | am, | will be, Berlin 1958, p. 126 f) 


Bukharin in particular spoke out against the comprehensive collectivization and 
against the liquidation of the kulaks as a class. This is not necessary because “the 
kulaks would grow peacefully into socialism.” (Short course, Chapter XI, 2) 


The truth about the sharpness of the class struggle in the countryside and the bitter 
struggle of the kulaks against Soviet power - can be read not only in the “Short 
Course” but also in Sholokhov, New Territory Under the Plow. 


1933: The rise to power of fascism in Germany means an intensification of the class 
struggle both internationally and within the Soviet Union. 


1933: Germany becomes the strike force of world imperialism against the Soviet 
Union. 


1936: German-ltalian intervention in Spain. 

1938: Munich Agreement. 

Contradictory developments in the Soviet Union: 

On the one hand: economic and political stabilization is making great progress. 
On the other hand: growing danger of an imperialist attack on the SU. 


And: the defeated Trotskyist and Bukharin opposition unites and moves from open 
combat to conspiratorial conspiracies. 


The decision corresponded to the progress. February 1935, to replace the old 
constitution from 1924 with a new one. 
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The commission formed for this purpose submitted the draft to the VIII in November 1936. 
Congress of Soviets, which decided to accept it. (Short course, Chapter XII, 3. 

Stalin, Works, Speech on the Draft Constitution, Vol. 14, p. 57 ff.; HH Holz: This 
constitution - a model for the constitution of a socialist society.) 


In foreign policy: 


SU joins the League of Nations in 1934 and concludes a military alliance with France and 


Czechoslovakia in 1935. Fight for collective security agreements against an attack from 
fascist Germany. 


Is the only power to come to the aid of Republican Spain, also militarily. 
The other side: Intensification of the opposition's fight: 


December 1934: Murder of the 1st Secretary of the CPSU Leningrad, Sergei Kirov. 


The search for those behind it led to the First Moscow Trial in 1936. 

Defendants: Trotsky (abroad), Zinoviev, Kamenev and others. (About this and the following 
trials: Short course, Chapter XII, 4, Ludo Martens, Stalin viewed differently, from p. 166, 

A. J Wyschinski, court speeches, Berlin 1951, from p. 491) 


Stalin at the plenum of the Central Committee of the CPSU on March 3, 1937 “It is 
necessary to smash and throw aside the lazy theory that the class struggle here must die 
out more and more with every step of our advance, that the class enemy to the extent 
how we achieve success is becoming increasingly tame. ... . 


On the contrary, the further we move forward, the more successes we achieve, the 
greater the anger of the remnants of the crushed exploiting classes will become, the more 
villainies they will commit against the Soviet state, the more so 

They will resort to the most desperate means of fighting rather than the last means of 
destroying the condemned. 


One must keep in mind that the remnants of the crushed classes in the USSR are not 
alone. They enjoy the direct support of our enemies beyond the borders of the USSR. 


That was an absolutely accurate assessment and warning. However, Khrushchev turned 
her into a secret speech at the 20th World War. Party Congress made another accusation: 
Stalin only used this statement as a justification for the unjustified mass reprisals. 
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Stalin's main concern, however, was Lenin's work to make the first socialist country 
so strong that it could not only withstand but also defeat any imperialist invader. 


And further, to ensure that the external enemy could not receive help from internal 
enemies, from a “fifth column” such as that which came to Franco's aid in Spain 
against the defenders of the Republic. 


Because he knew how terrible the consequences of the collapse of Soviet power 
would be, not only for his own country and his own people, but for all oppressed 
peoples, yes, for all of humanity. 

Stalin on December 7, 1926 at the VIIth Enlarged Plenum of the EKKI (Executive 
Committee of the Communist International): “What would be the consequence if 
capital succeeded in destroying the Republic of Soviets? An era of the darkest 
reaction would break out over all capitalist and colonial countries, the working class 
and the oppressed peoples would be completely gagged, the positions of 
international communism would be liquidated! (In: Stalin, Works, Vol. 9, p. 29) 


This is also a prophetic prediction, the truth of which we are painfully experiencing 
today! 


1939: from the beginning until August 39, SU tried to reach a mutual assistance 
pact with England and France against Nazi Germany. However, Western powers 
ignore Stalin's warning to them (March 10, 1939 on March 18). 

Party Congress): “The idea is obvious that the Germans were given areas of 
Czechoslovakia as a purchase price for the obligation to start the war against the 
Soviet Union ... . However, it is necessary to note that the great and dangerous 
political game that the supporters of the policy of non-intervention have begun may 
end for them with a first fiasco... The party's tasks in the field of foreign policy are 
as follows:...2. We should observe carefully and not give the war provocateurs, who 
are used to letting others take their chestnuts out of the fire, the opportunity to drag 
our country into conflicts.” (Accountability report to the XVIIIth Party Congress ..., 
Berlin 1949 , pp. 15, 18.) 


That was clear, but the Western powers, which had already entered into secret 
negotiations with Nazi Germany, underestimated, as always, the Soviet Union and 
its leadership. 


The punishment followed immediately. On August 23rd they learned the devastating 
news that the Soviet Union had one with Germany 
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Non-aggression treaty signed. Stalin and his comrades were acting entirely in the spirit of 
Lenin, who said in a speech in November 1920: “For the time being, the imperialists are 
sitting there waiting for a favorable moment to destroy the Bolsheviks. But we are postponing 
this moment... The circumstance would save us even more if the imperialist powers got 
involved in a war. If we are forced to tolerate such scoundrels as the capitalist thieves, each 
of whom sharpens his knife against us, then it is our direct duty to turn these knives against 
each other." (In: WI Lenin, Complete Works, Vol. XXV , Vienna-Berlin, 1930, p. 633 f.) 


The non-aggression treaty was the most brilliant move in far-sighted socialist foreign policy: 
the Soviet leadership accepted the temporary confusion that could arise in the communist 
parties because it knew that Hitler's Germany's most important war goal was and remained 
the destruction of the Soviet Union, so the attack was sooner or later would come later. But 
then the countries hitherto invaded by Hitler would - whether their governments wanted it or 
not - become allies of the Soviet Union. 


The non-aggression treaty prevented the worst - an anti-Soviet coalition of the Western 
powers with Hitler's Germany - and laid the foundation for the anti-Hitler coalition. 


Without a non-aggression treaty - no anti-Hitler coalition! 


Did Stalin carelessly trust Hitler, as Khroshchev claimed? 


Judge for yourself! 


On the main points of a speech by Stalin to graduates of the military academy on January 5th 
May 1941 was in the ND from 8/9. June 96 reported (article: Facts versus allegations): “The 
situation is extremely serious. One must expect a German attack in the near future. The Red 
Army is not yet strong enough to easily beat the Germans. ... The defenses on the new 
borders are inadequate. The Soviet government wants to use all diplomatic means at its 
disposal to try to delay an armed conflict with Germany at least until the fall, because at this 
time of year it will be too late for a German attack. This attempt can succeed, but it can also 
fail. If he succeeds, the war with Germany will almost inevitably take place in 1942, under 
much more favorable conditions, since the Red Army will then be better trained and better 
equipped.” 
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In his memoirs, Zhukov has already exposed Khrushchev's false claims about 
Stalin's alleged collapse on the day of the attack as lies. The truth about Stalin on 
the day of the attack can also be found in Dimitrov's diary. (Quoted by me in: “The 
Origins of Modern Revisionism”, p. 17.) Also detailed in U. Huar: Stalin's 
contributions to Marxist-Leninist military theory and policy 1941 - 1942/48, in: offen- 
siv 14/03, p . 24 ff, and KPD series of publications, issue 150. 


Stalin's speeches during the Great Patriotic War - (anthology "On the Great Patriotic 
War of the Soviet Union") - great analyzes of the 

respective situation, amazingly accurate predictions and a powerful source of 
strength and confidence in victory for the entire people and the Red Army. 


In the speech of July 3, 1941 we also find this: “We will not stand alone in this war 
of liberation. In this great war we will have loyal allies among the peoples of Europe 
and America, including the German people... 

Our war for the freedom of our fatherland will merge with the fight of the peoples of 
Europe and America for their independence, for democratic freedoms.” 


In this prediction he was wrong only with regard to the contribution of the German 
people. But which opponent of Hitler wasn't wrong on this point? 


At the same time, however, we also find words with which Stalin made it clear that 
this was a life-and-death struggle for Soviet power that had to be waged with the 
utmost determination and severity: “We must organize a ruthless fight against all 
the disorganizers in the rear, against Deserters, scaremongers, spreaders of 
rumors... It must be remembered that the enemy is treacherous and deceitful, 
experienced in deceit and in spreading false rumors... All those who hinder the 
national defense through their fear-mongering and cowardice must be immediately 
handed over to the court-martial regardless of their personality.” 


Stalin's speech on January 6th is unforgettable and truly historic. 
November 1941, on the anniversary of the October Revolution: The German troops 


were standing in front of Moscow; Hitler had long boasted that on this day the 
swastika flag would fly over the Kremlin. 


Would Stalin give his speech like he does every year? Was he still in Moscow at 

all, or wasn't he already in Kuibyshev like much of the government? Stalin was in 
Moscow, and on November 6th, as every year, there was a celebratory meeting in 
Moscow, this time of the Moscow Soviet, to mark the anniversary of the Great Socialist 
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October Revolution took place, and on November 7th the traditional troop parade on Red Square. 


In his speech at the ceremonial meeting, which took place in the Mayakovskaya metro station because 
of the danger of an air raid, Stalin also spoke about the causes of the temporary failures of the Soviet 
army, but was already able to state that the blitzkrieg of the German armies had failed and their defeat 
was inevitable. 


“The German land robbers want a war of extermination against the peoples of the Soviet Union. Well, 


if the Germans want a war of annihilation, so be it 
will they get it!” 


Stalin also addressed the troops who immediately went from the parade on Red Square to battle 
against the German troops on the outskirts of Moscow. He concluded his speeches with the slogan 
that became the slogan of the Patriotic War: 

“Our cause is just - victory will be ours!” 


Stalin's speeches that day were a source of tremendous strength and confidence in victory for the 
Soviet people, for their army and, far beyond, for the peoples fighting against Hitler. 


The Soviet writer Vera Inber wrote about this in her diary about the siege of Leningrad, published 
under the title “Almost three years”: “I only heard the second half of Stalin's radio speech ... . The 
audibility was surprisingly good. It was as if Stalin were speaking in the same building, in the same 
hall... Stalin's voice is unspeakably compelling. You feel that someone is speaking who knows 
everything and who will never say anything against his conscience. In this speech he spoke calmly 
and confidently about our relations with our allies. About victory - with irrefutable certainty. Nobody 
doubts victory. The only question is when it will come. But after this speech, even this “when” has 
become closer.” (SWA-Verlag, 1947, p. 51 f.) 


This speech was even heard by communists in Germany. An illegal from the Berlin KPD organization 
reported: “Suddenly our comrades who were listening to foreign radio stations heard the good news of 
November 7th 

heard about which | can only write today with the greatest inner excitement. The Red Army parade 
took place on Red Square in Moscow, and Comrade Stalin addressed them, as well as the entire 
Soviet people, with a speech. Our comrades managed to capture almost the full text of his speech on 
Red Square, as well as the most important parts of his speech at the meeting of the Moscow City 
Soviet on November 6th... This was the happiest day in the life of our organization since the cursed 
war began. Each of us felt 
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newly strengthened. Everything that had previously tormented us became understandable and clear.” 
(Germany in the Second World War, Vol. 2, Akademie-Verlag Berlin, 1976, p. 63.) 


Stalin's speech on February 9, 1946, voters' meeting: In it, among other things, two 
important statements: 


Firstly, about the character of the Second World War: The Second World War against the 
Axis powers “as opposed to the First World War, took on the character of an anti-fascist, 

a war of liberation right from the start.... The entry of the Soviet Union into the war against 
the Axis powers could only, and did, only reinforce the anti-fascist and liberation character 
of the Second World War.” 


Secondly, about the Soviet Union: “The war brought a kind of test for our Soviet order, 
our state, our government, our Communist Party and drew the conclusion of their work, 
as if to tell us: there they are, your people and organizations, their actions and you Life - 
look at them carefully and appreciate them according to their works... So what are the 
results of the war? ... . 


Our victory means, above all, that our Soviet social order has triumphed, that the Soviet 
social order has successfully passed the crucible of war and has proven its full viability. ... 
The Soviet social order is proven to be more viable and stable than the non-Soviet social 
order, (is) a better form of social organization than any non-Soviet social order. 


Secondly, our victory means that our Soviet political order has triumphed, that our Soviet 
national state has passed all the tests of war and has proven its viability... The Soviet 
state order has proven to be a model of a nationality state; the Soviet state order 
represents a system of state order in which the national question and the problem of 
cooperation between nations are solved better than in any other nationality state. This is 
how we concretely understand our country’s victory over its enemies.” 


Indeed, in 1945, not even the enemies of the Soviet Union could dispute the truth of these 
statements. And certainly no communist would have come up with the idea of making 
such strange statements as can unfortunately be read in DKP publications today, such as 
this: history has proven that “the Soviet model” is an unusable model for construction of 
socialism. 
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One can only be amazed that there are communists who cannot recognize that the Soviet Union of 
Khrushchev, Brezhnev and Gorbachev, which collapsed like a rotten house, was a completely different 
Soviet Union than the one that faced the hardest test ever in history for a state and a social order, 
prevailed victoriously. 


But what can one expect from the ideas of socialism of such weak-judged people? 


Stalin's role in reshaping the world after the victory over the 
fascism 


1. Help the victory of the popular forces in Yugoslavia, Poland, CSR, Hungary, Bulgaria, Romania, 
Albania. Read: Document collection “Tehran-Yalta-Potsdam.” And: “Stalin’s correspondence with 
Churchill, Attlee Roosevelt and Truman, 1941-1945.” 


2. Very important was Stalin's role in drafting the Charter of the United Nations. Only because the 
socialist Soviet Union and Stalin personally fought stubbornly and successfully to make it democratic 
when drawing up the Charter of the United Nations has the UN been able to play a much more positive 
role to this day than the former League of Nations. 


The new weapons of imperialism in the fight against the SU and socialism. 
(For more information see “The Origins of Modern Revisionism”, in: offensive 
10/03, p. 80 ff.) 


First: the nuclear weapon. 
Second: the new revisionism. Browder, Field, Tito. 
Stalin's defusing of these new weapons 


On the bomb: Truman and Stalin at the Potsdam Conference (Origins, p. 82). 
Hiroshima and Nagasaki. (August 6 and 9, 1945). (Origins, p. 81). The Soviet atomic bomb: September 
25, 1949! The USA monopoly broken! Nuclear blackmail made impossible! 


On “modern revisionism”: (Origins, p. 82 ff). Tito Yugoslavia installed as a “counter center” against SU. 
Thwarted by the decision of the Information Office in June 1948. “Vaccination” for all communist parties 
and socialist countries. (Origins, p. 84 f). 


With his slander of Stalin, Khrushchev is helping imperialism 
Help 
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Khrushchev succeeds in contaminating the communist movement with anti-Stalinism 

primarily with the slanderous claim of arbitrary mass liquidation of innocent people by Stalin. 
(Against these slanders with a lot of factual material: Ludo Martens: “Stalin viewed differently”, 
chapter “The Great Purge.” Also: Gossweiler, Against Revisionism”, Munich 1997, and 

article “Revisionism - Gravediggers of Socialism”, in: open -siv 2/04) 


Khrushchev's “Secret Speech” - a rape of the 20th century party conference. 


Not only the content, but also the circumstances under which this speech was given and 
how it was distributed make it clear: this speech was a hostile attack on the party, on the 
Soviet power! 


How come? 


1. Khrushchev forced this speech like a coup on the party congress, which had already 
reached its end. Lazar Kaganovich, a participant in the October Revolution and a member 
of the party and state leadership until 1957, reports in his memoirs how Khrushchev took 
the party congress by surprise: 


“The XX. The party conference was coming to an end. Suddenly there is a pause. 

The members of the Presidium are called into the back room, which is intended for rest. 
Khrushchev asks about listening to his lecture on Stalin's personality cult and its effects at 
the party congress. At the same time, the draft of the lecture was distributed to us in a red- 
bound typewritten booklet. 


The meeting took place under abnormal conditions - in a crowded place, some were sitting, 
others were standing. It was difficult to read through this extensive booklet in a short time 
and to think through its contents in order to make a decision in accordance with the norms 
of internal party democracy. All this in half an hour, because the delegates were sitting in 
the hall and were expecting something unknown to them, since the agenda of the party 
conference had already been dealt with. ... . 


Even before the XX. At the party conference, the Presidium dealt with the question of 
unlawful reprisals and mistakes made. The Presidium of the Central Committee had formed 
a commission that was commissioned to investigate the affairs of repressed people on the 


spot... and to make concrete proposals 
formulate. 


After these questions had been discussed in the Presidium, it was planned that after the XX. 
Party congress to convene a Central Committee plenum to listen to the commission's 
presentation with relevant suggestions. This is exactly what Comrades Kaganovich, Molotov, 
Voroshilov and others spoke about in support of their objections. 
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Furthermore, the comrades said that we were simply unable to edit (Khrushchev's) 
lecture and make corrections that were absolutely necessary. We said that even 

a cursory disclosure shows that the document is one-sided and false. Under no 
circumstances can Stalin's activities be examined from only one side; it is 
necessary to objectively illuminate all of his positive aspects so that the working 


people understand and reject all the speculations of the enemies of our party and 
our country. 


The meeting dragged on, the delegates (in the hall) became agitated, and therefore 
the meeting was ended without any vote and we went into the hall. There the 
addition to the agenda was announced: listening to Khrushchev's lecture on 
Stalin's personality cult. There was no discussion after the lecture and the party 
conference ended its work.” 


2. Khrushchev's speech demonizing Stalin was therefore not a party document, 
but the work of an anti-party group which - as the print of the speech, which was 
not included in the agenda at all and already prepared for distribution, shows - had 
carefully prepared the rape of the party congress in every detail. Because it was 
not a document of the party congress, the speech was not published in the Soviet 
Union until Gorbachev came to power. 


3. But Khrushchev and his accomplices had already ensured that this “secret 
speech” was spread throughout the world as quickly as possible, first through the 
“New York Times.” 


4. The next strange thing: when a correspondent for this newspaper, Turner 
Catledge, asked Khrushchev in an interview given to him on May 14, 1957 whether 
the text published in the New York Times corresponded to that of his speech, 
Khrushchev denied his speech, calling the publication in the New York Times a 
CIA fabrication - 

(Thus he may even have been speaking the truth and, quite contrary to his 
intention, giving a reference to the body that had been involved in the preparation 
of this coup against the party). Khrushchev literally said: “I don't know which text 
we're talking about . | heard that some text was published in the USA that was 
fabricated by the American secret service and that this text was used as the text 

of my lecture at the XX. party conference was issued. But Allan Dulles’ publications 
enjoy no authority in the SU. | have no desire whatsoever to read literature 
produced by Allan Dulles.” (From: Documentation of Time, issue 144, June 20, 
1957. Quoted in the TaubenfuBchronik, vol. 1, p. 299). 
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If Khrushchev's goal had not been to use his “secret speech” to destroy Stalin's 
authority once and for all in order not to be constantly measured against him and 
to have free rein for his counter-revolutionary change of course; and his intentions 
wouldn't have included convincing Soviet citizens 

to deal a fatal blow to the justice of their cause and to the pride in their Soviet 
power; if he had really only had in mind the innocent victims of the 

To do justice to the “purges” and to present the historical truth about the time of 
repression, his report would have something like this 

The following must be said: 


“In 1936, after the establishment of the fascist dictatorship in Germany, after the 
Rearmament of fascist Germany with the toleration and even help of the 

Western powers, after the Western powers' betrayal of the Spanish Republic, we 
faced the danger of being attacked by fascist Germany - possibly even in the 
Agreement with the Western powers - to be attacked and to find ourselves 
confronted alone with the strongest military power in the entire history of war, which 
we already knew about from the Spanish war, what would then happen in Norway and... 
France later repeated, namely, that the fascist Wehrmacht im 


Hinterland of the Invaded Lands “fifth columns” of Quislings and traitors 
came to help. 


How great the danger of the attack was became even clearer with the Munich 
Agreement between the Western powers and Hiller and the extradition of 
Czechoslovakia to him, with the refusal of the Western powers to conclude a treaty 
with us on collective security and mutual assistance to tame Hitler's Germany. 


Our preparations for the fascist attack also had to be aimed at preventing the 
formation of a 5th column in our hinterland. We still have and still have enemies of 
the Soviet power, kulaks who were once dispossessed by us and their descendants, 
remnants of the crushed Trotskyist groups and other opposition groups - after all, 

in his publications, Trotsky had repeatedly called for an uprising against “Stalinism” 
in the event of war begin; also people who sympathized with the Germans, e.g. B. 
among the Volga Germans or among certain nationalities, such as the Crimean 
Tatars and the Chechens. 


So, in view of the deadly threat, we had to do everything we could to make it 


impossible for possible enemies of the Soviet power to support the fascist attack 
with fifth columns in the rear. 


In doing so, we had to take into account and accept that with cleansing on sucha 
large scale as we considered necessary, it could not be ruled out that 
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that innocent people - either because of intentional false accusations by hostile 
elements, whether due to overzealousness on the part of local bodies, or whether 
because of the application of too general a grid - would also be affected to a 
considerable extent by the measures, as was the case. 


But back then we had to weigh up what was more serious: if the Soviet power 
collapsed because of inadequate security measures - or if our security measures not 
only affected real enemies, but also innocent people and even our own people. 


The party has chosen to secure Soviet power as its duty overriding all else. 


But now it is time to clarify and make amends for the injustice that has been committed.” 


An honest, communist statement on the most painful page of the history of the Soviet 
Union for every communist should have been something like this. 


A communist, i.e. truthful, apportionment of blame for these victims would also have 
had to clearly state that their suffering and death, like that of 25 million Soviet soldiers 
and Soviet citizens and that of 50 million dead in the Second World War, was also the 
responsibility of those who... leadership of the Soviet Union were faced with such a 
cruel decision - primarily on the account of Hitler and German imperialism, but 
secondly on the account of those who rearmed Hitler's Germany in order to use it as 
a wedge against the Soviet Union and to tame it through a sabotaged the collective 
security alliance. 


By instead portraying Stalin as a mass murderer, the leader of the CPSU took over 
the anti-Soviet inflammatory lies from the kitchens of the imperialist specialists in 
psychological warfare, which had previously only been spread via the Western media, 
and proclaimed them as truth. 


This is why honest and convinced communists even today without hesitation pass on 
the poisonous slander that Stalin killed more communists than Hitler. 


The truth is that all communists, all fighters against fascism and all Jews who survived 
in fascism-occupied Europe owe this primarily to the Soviet Union, the Red Army and 
therefore also Stalin. 
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People around the world were aware of this at the time. And even his imperialist 
opponents of the caliber of Churchill could not avoid recognizing Stalin's historical 
greatness. He paid tribute to Stalin after his death with the following words: “He was 
an outstanding personality who impressed in our harsh times, in the period in which 
his life took place. Stalin was an extraordinarily energetic, well-read and extremely 
strong-willed man, violent, harsh, ruthless in matters as well as in conversation, to 
whom even I, who grew up in the English Parliament, was unable to oppose... 


You can feel a gigantic power in his works. Stalin's strength was so great that he 

has no equal among the leaders of all peoples and times... The people could not 
resist his influence. When he entered the Yalta conference room, we all rose, literally 
as if on command. And, strange as it is, we put our hands on the seam of our pants. 
Stalin had a deep, thorough and logical mind. He was an unsurpassed master at 
finding a way out of a hopeless situation in difficult moments... 


He was a man who destroyed his enemy with the hands of his enemies, 
who forced us, whom he openly called imperialists, to fight against imperialists. He 


took over the Russia of the hook plow and left it in possession of the nuclear 
weapon.” 


Why were the revisionists able to triumph over the Leninists in the Soviet 
Union? 


No comprehensive answer should and cannot be given here to this central question. 
However, | would like to point out a few points that | consider important. 


At the meetings of the Communist and Workers’ Parties in 1957 and 1960, modern 
revisionism was declared the main danger and its main components were listed. 


So we read in the statement of the 1957 consultation: “Modern revisionism is trying 
to bring the great doctrine of Marxism-Leninism into disrepute, declaring it ‘outdated’ 
and claiming that it has lost its significance for social development today . The 


revisionists strive to eradicate the revolutionary soul of Marxism and to shake the 
faith of the working class and the working people in socialism. They oppose the 


historical necessity of the proletarian revolution and the dictatorship of the proletariat 
in the transition from capitalism to socialism, they deny the leading role of the 
Marxist-Leninist party, they reject the principles of proletarian internationalism, they 
demand renunciation of the fundamental Leninist principles the party structure and 
especially the democratic one 
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centralism, they demand that the communist party be transformed from a 
revolutionary fighting organization into a kind of discussion club.” 


This list is very useful, but it also has two major flaws: 


The first: this is a very helpful catalog of the characteristics of modern revisionism. 
But a very important feature of revisionism is missing: the concealment of the 
incurably anti-peace character of imperialism and its irreconcilable hostility towards 
socialism, the spread of the illusion that imperialism can be made to live and 
cooperate peacefully with socialism in the long term. This illusion is life-threatening 
for socialism because it can and has actually led to the tolerating acceptance of a 


policy of voluntary disarmament and eventual self-surrender to the mortal enemy. 


The spread of such an illusion in the communist movement and in the Soviet Union 
also found some favorable conditions after the end of the Second World War: 
These were, for example, B. 1. The anti-Hitler coalition facilitated illusions about a 
transformation of imperialism and about the disappearance of the antagonistic 
opposition between imperialism and socialism. 2. 

War weariness, people's longing for peace. 3. The existence of nuclear weapons: 
the revisionist argument now seemed particularly plausible: peace cannot be 
secured against, but only together with, imperialism. 


The second major deficiency: This catalog lacks a clear statement about who the 
bearers of these views are. The substantive features of revisionism are named; but 
the names and addresses of the leading revisionists were kept silent. If these had 
been named, then Khrushchev's name should have been mentioned first, along 
with Tito. 


He has on the XX. Party congress declared Marxism-Leninism obsolete by 
announcing that the parliamentary path to socialism was now also possible! 


He shattered the belief in the justice of socialism, of his own work, by participating 
in the XX. Congress of the CPSU presented the history of the Soviet Union as the 
history of a country that had been led by a criminal and mass murderer since 1924. 


He declared that the proletarian revolution and, in the Soviet Union, the dictatorship 
of the proletariat were unnecessary for the present when he announced that it had 
been replaced in the Soviet Union by the “rule of the people”. 
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He declared such revisionists as Tito and Gomulka, who denied the need for the 
leading role of the Communist Party in building socialism, to be reliable Marxist- 


Leninists. 


He declared his renunciation of the principles of proletarian internationalism when, 
together with Tito, he signed the Yugoslav-Soviet Belgrade Declaration in 1955, 
which stated, among other things: “the questions of internal order, of the difference 


between the concrete forms of the development of socialism are exclusive “It’s a 
matter for individual countries.” 


This was Khrushchev's blessing to the Tito-revisionist “national communism!” | sates 


But he remained unnamed and was able to act as a champion against revisionism 
at both conferences. 


At the Moscow meeting of the communist and workers' parties in 1960, the 
anonymity of the accusation of revisionism was broken by a sharp 

Labeling and condemnation of Tito revisionism was included in the final declaration; 
but again the most dangerous of all revisionists remained, 

Khrushchev, unnamed: 


“The communist parties have unanimously condemned the Yugoslav brand of 
international opportunism, which represents a concentrated expression of the 
theories of modern revisionists. The leaders of the League of Communists of 
Yugoslavia, who betrayed Marxism-Leninism by declaring it obsolete, opposed the 
1957 Declaration with their anti-Leninist revisionist program - (the “Laibacher 
Program’ of 1958, KG). They opposed the BdKJ to the entire world communist 
movement, tore their country away from the socialist camp, made it dependent on 
the so-called help of the American and other imperialists and thereby created the 
danger that the Yugoslav people would lose the revolutionary achievements they 
had achieved in their heroic struggle. The Yugoslav revisionists are engaged in 
rooting work against the socialist camp and the world communist movement. 
Under the pretext of a non-aligned policy, they are carrying out activities that 
undermine the unity of all peace-loving forces and states. "The further exposure 
of the leaders of the Yugoslav revisionists and the active struggle to shield the 
communist movement as well as the workers' movement from the anti-Leninist 
ideas of the Yugoslav revisionists remains an indispensable task of the Marxist- 
Leninist parties." 


This demand was only too justified, but it came far too late. 
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What was demanded here - exposing Tito as a revisionist, and shielding the 
communist movement against the anti-Leninist ideas of the Yugoslav revisionists 
- that was what the parties of the Communist Information Office had - 

CPSU, Polish Workers’ Party, Hungarian Working People's Party, CP of CSR, 
Bulgarian Workers’ Party, CP of France and CP of Italy - already done 12 years 
earlier with their resolution of June 1948 “On the situation in the Communist Party 
of Yugoslavia”. 


But we had already seen that with his total rehabilitation of Tito in 1955, Khrushchev 
had rendered ineffective the necessary vaccination of the entire communist 
movement - as so emphatically confirmed by the council in 1960. Tito was declared 
by Khrushchev to be a victim of slander from party enemies and imperialist agents, 
almost an innocently persecuted saint. 


But Stalin, who had done exactly what was demanded in the 1960 declaration - Stalin was 
also punished for this by Khrushchev at the 20th World War. Party congress condemned 
as the persecutor of the innocent Tito. 


And how did Khrushchev now, in 1960, fulfill the demand for consultation with the 
communist and workers’ parties? 


Not at all! 


He did the exact opposite! He brought about a break with the most consistent 
fighters against Tito's revisionism, China and Albania, and unleashed an 
unprecedented smear campaign against these two socialist brother countries! 
Already at the 1960 congress he massively attacked Albania and China. 


He had planned the course of the 1960 congress quite differently: he had drawn 
up an indictment against the Chinese Communist Party, which was distributed to 
all delegations before the congress began. He wanted a Congress that would 
once again grant Yugoslavia full rehabilitation and put People's China in the dock 
for it. 


He completely failed at that! Instead, it became a congress that condemned his 
protégé Tito. 


For him, this was an industrial accident that had to be corrected as quickly as 
possible: no further exposure of the Tito revisionists, but full fire against Mao and 
Enver Hodscha, against People's China and Albania! 
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Why did he get away with it? An important reason was that Khrushchev managed, 
as he had done at the 1957 consultation, to ensure that in the document of the XX 
consultation. Party conference and its determinations were confirmed as correct. 


The CPC wrote in its June 14, 1963 document “A Proposal for the General Line of 
the International Communist Movement”: “Many of the erroneous views in the draft 
statement of the leadership of the CPSU have been rejected... The delegation of the 
CPC and the delegations of some other parties also made certain concessions after 
the leaders of the CPSU agreed to drop their wrong views and adopt the correct 
views of the fraternal parties. For example, our opinions on the question of the XX. 
At the meeting of the Party Congress of the CPSU... apart, but with consideration 
for the needs of the CPSU and some other fraternal parties, we agreed to use the 
same formulation on these... questions as in the Declaration of 1957." (In: The 
Polemics on the general line of the international communist movement, published 
by the KAZ 1998, reprint of the edition of Oberbaumverlag, Berlin 1971). 


This formulation was: “The. historical decisions of the XXth century The Congress 
of the CPSU not only has great significance for the CPSU and communist 
construction in the USSR, but also initiated a new stage in the international 
communist movement and contributed to its further development on the basis of 
Marxism-Leninism. 


In order to maintain unity, the parties, which had different, even opposing positions, 
entered into a kind of bargain: If you allow my formulation at this point, then | will 
also allow yours at that point. 


In reality, however, this did not preserve unity, but rather demonstrated a non- 
existent unity to the outside world - an approach that did not do justice to Lenin's 
demands, but rather disregarded them: existing differences on fundamental 
questions must be resolved and must not be plastered over! 


Khrushchev had declared - according to the testimony of Enver Hoxha in his book 
"The Khrushchevians" (p. 502): "The document was a compromise, and compromises 
have a short life.” 


He thereby expressed that he had not the slightest thought of adhering to what he 
did not like about this document. He wanted to victoriously complete what he had 


started in 1953 and brought to its first climax in 1956. His fall in October 1964 initially 
prevented this. But he had ensured that his work of destruction would continue. 


They were people like Gorbachev, 
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which one of Khrushchev's speechwriters and admirers, Fyodor Burlatsky, called the “20th 
generation.” Party conference” (in his book “Khrushchev. A political portrait”, Dusseldorf 
1990, p. 13). Gorbachev was the Khrushchev of the 80s and 90s, just as Khrushchev was 
the Gorbachev of the 50s and 60s. 


Some concluding remarks 


1. The victory of revisionism over Marxism-Leninism in the CPSU and other communist 
parties was the prerequisite for the temporary victory of imperialism and the restoration of 
capitalism in the Soviet Union and the socialist states in Europe. 


Overcoming revisionism in the entire communist movement is the prerequisite for its new 
upswing and for new victories of socialism over imperialism 


2. The anti-Stalinism of the revisionist underminers and destroyers of state socialism, from 
Tito to Khrushchev to Gorbachev, is the strongest testimony to Stalin: There is no stronger 
evidence of Stalin's positive role than the fact that the destruction of his authority in the 
Soviet Union and in the communist movement was the prerequisite for the restoration of 
capitalism in the Soviet Union. 


Without “de-Stalinization” there can be no restoration of capitalism! 


3. Anti-Stalinimus is compressed revisionism, i.e. anti-Leninism, but in the masquerade of a 
defender of Leninism. The attack on Stalin is only the beginning for the revisionists of the 
Tito-Khrushchev-Gorbachev variety. He targets Lenin from the start. It is therefore only 
logical that in his autobiography, Khrushchev's protégé and Gorbachev's advisor Yakovlev 
directs his orgies of hatred against Lenin more than against Stalin. The FAZ v. January 26, 
2004 quotes from his book (“The Abyss of My Century”): “In history there was no person 
who hated Russia more than Ulyanov-Lenin. Whatever he touched turned into a graveyard, 
a vast field of human, social and economic divides. Everyone was robbed - the living and 
the dead." With some astonishment, the FAZ notes that Yakovlev lectures all those who are 
of the opinion that Stalin, not Lenin, was the real monster of Soviet power, that "the history 
of Stalinism proves it Basically nothing new. In the review of the Yakovlev book in “New 
Germany” (01/29/04) the same facts are described as follows: “According to Yakovlev there 
was no strategic break between the period of 
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WI Lenin’s revolutionary concept based on world revolutionary and internationalist 
principles and Stalin’s practice of national socialism.” 


The most consistent anti-Stalinists thus confirm in their distorting and slanderous way 
the correctness of the statement of the great French writer and communist Henri 
Barbusse: “Stalin - that is the Lenin of our days!” (Henri Barbusse: Stalin - a new 
world. Red Front Reprint, Berlin 1996, p. 279). 


4. The imperialist media celebrated the fiftieth anniversary of Stalin's death (March 5, 
2003) with concentrated loads of articles and series about the "criminal of the century" 
Stalin, which - what one could hardly believe possible - exceeded everything that had 
been published in recent years Fifty years since Stalin's death incitement against him 
was "conducted". 


How should one explain this orgy of anti-Stalin agitation, which far eclipses everything 
that has been done so far in this area? 


There is only one answer: yesterday's winners are not sure of the durability of their 
victory, they are afraid! Yes, they fear the influence of Stalin, who died half a century 
ago, on those alive today! They are frightened by the fact that more and more people 
in Russia and the other states of the former Soviet Union are still carrying pictures of 
Stalin with them during their demonstrations. They fear that yesterday's losers could 
be tomorrow's or the day after's winners. This fear is apparently also on Jakovlev's 
neck. 

Why else should he - as can be read in "New Germany" - complain about "the 
preservation of Lenin monuments" and - as the FAZ quotes from his book - state with 
great concern and indignation: "And today we calmly accept the whitewashing of 
Stalin by some people Authorities and mass media at!?” 


Stalin's foresight foresaw both his demonization and its eventual overcoming. During 
the war he had said to Molotov: “I know that after my death my grave will be covered 
with piles of dirt. But the wind of history will sweep him away mercilessly.” (F. 


Chuyev, 140 Conversations with Molotov, Moscow 1991, Russian, p. 228) But we 
must not wait for the wind of history - we ourselves must be this cleansing wind that 
drives away the lies and restores historical truth to its rights. Yesterday's winners have 
every reason to fear. Fifteen years after their triumph over socialism, they are in the 
deepest crisis of their system: economic, political, social, cultural, and last but not 
least: ideological. It is becoming increasingly clear: the general crisis of capitalism is 
ongoing despite the defeat of 
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Socialism in Europe is not overcome, but continues and deepens. And resistance is growing. 


5. One reason for the fear of yesterday's victors is certainly the experience that they have not 
succeeded in winning over the majority of the youth of the former socialist countries. 


The following example from East Germany can certainly also apply to other former socialist 
countries. A study carried out at Leipzig University and excerpts published in “Neues Deutschland” 
on September 19, 2002 makes it clear: after the GDR citizens had to endure the blessings of 

real, unadulterated capitalism for 12 years, even young people who only For a few years, as 
citizens of the GDR, we had the experience that the socialist social order that prevailed in the 
GDR was undergoing its advanced deformation - 


despite 
was humane, whereas the Federal Republic is not at all. 
The study reads about the views of the young people surveyed: 


“For 91 percent of those surveyed there was more security before the change, only 1 percent 
are of the opinion that this is better today. ... . They consider the future viability of the current 
social system to be quite low, and only a small number hope that this system will last forever. ... . 
The distance from the capitalist system goes hand in hand with an increasing identification with 
socialist ideals. ... Socialist ideas have not disappeared from the minds of young East Germans." 
(Taken from my essay: "Immortal early socialism, in: "In the rubble without mercy. Festschrift for 
Peter Hacks", Eulenspiegel-Verlag, Berlin 2003, p. 225) 


6. The anti-Stalinists have caused, for half a century, the most important Marxist works after 
those of Marx, Engels and Lenin, the works of Stalin, to be seen as works that a decent 
communist should part with and never pick up again . Just as the popes indexed the writings of 
“heretics,” so the leaders of the parties of “democratic” and “pluralistic” socialism and communism 
morally ostracized Stalin’s writings and thus indexed them. (Many libraries could be filled with 
Stalin's works, which ended up in the trash as a result of this ostracism after Khrushchev's 
condemnation of Stalin). 


It was precisely at the beginning of this index period that the decline of socialism and the 
communist movement began. 


One of the indispensable prerequisites for their renewed upswing is therefore the mass turn to 
the renewed study of Stalin's works, 
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in which the entire wealth of experience of the successful construction of socialism on 
the paths shown by Lenin is contained. 


Lecture on March 27, 2004 in Bernburg 


Source: KPD series of publications, No. 172 


The origins of modern revisionism, or: 
How Browderism was transplanted to Europe 


Thoughts while reading Georgi Dimitroff's diaries 


60 YEARS AGO: PREPARING FOR THE RAID 
SOVIET UNION 


1. Dimitrov's diaries - no joy for anti-communists. 


60 years ago, the breathing space that the Soviet Union had gained through the non- 
aggression treaty with Germany was nearing its end. The “Barbarossa case”, the 
attack on the Soviet Union, had been prepared in Berlin since the fall of 1940, quietly 
but with great intensity. With this attack, the new socialist social order, which was only 
24 years old, was subjected to a test that was unprecedented in the entire history of 
humanity. 


The victory of the Soviet Union and its allies over German-fascist imperialism, which 
had been upgraded by world imperialism to wage a war of annihilation against the 
Soviet Union, was, after the October Revolution, the most important world historical 
event of the 20th century. It is no coincidence that the Soviet Union turned out to be 
the only country invaded by fascist Germany that not only withstood the most modern 
and highly equipped army up to that point, but also showed itself capable of slaying 
the fascist beast in its cave using its own strength. 

Contrary to all the hopes of its enemies and all the fears of its friends, Soviet power 
proved - as in 1917-1920 - to be invincible 
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The world's strongest social order, deeply rooted in the people. Never in history had a state and a social 
order passed a test imposed on it so triumphantly. The reason for this: the solid foundation of Soviet 
power and its politics was scientific socialism, Marxism-Leninism. 


As long as this remained so, the world of socialism continued on the road to victory 
Ahead. 


This year there will be a wealth of commemorative items from friends and 


predominantly - from enemies of the Soviet Union in all media. Fortunately, we have recently had the 
opportunity to allow a contemporary witness to speak about this event, who brought German fascism its 
very first defeat back in 1933: Georgi Dimitroff. His diaries were made available to the public last year. 


(1) 


Of course, attempts were immediately made to exploit Dimitroff's notes in an anti-communist sense. The 
Aufbau Verlag and the publisher of the Bayerlein diaries already turned the book launch into an anti- 
communist event. They chose the Willy Brandt House in Berlin as the location for the event, and 
Wolfgang Leonhard and Hermann Weber were hired as the main actors, both of whom were well known 
from many Western television programs as specialists in Kremlin astrology and SED insults. The “New 
Germany” employee responsible for history, Karlen Vesper, was duly impressed by both. It was striking, 
she wrote in the issue of November 25th/26th last year, “how Wolfgang Leonhard actually created an 
evening at the theater from laconic diary notes.” Karlen Vesper apparently found it really scary; In their 
report you can read: “Eerie atmosphere. In summoning the ghosts and demons of world communism, 
the statue of Willi Brandt in the SPD's Berlin home seemed even more lost than usual." Editor Bayerlein 
did his part to make the "eerie atmosphere" even more sinister, as he praised it, like Karlen Vesper 
noted, “the diaries are a unique piece of contemporary evidence that reveals the mechanisms of power 
in the labyrinth of the Comintern, the CPSU and the Soviet secret services.” 


Otherwise, despite all the anti-communist consensus, the response to the diaries was ambivalent and 
almost a little helpless. What all reviewers from the FAZ to the ND had in common was that they wanted 
to use the diaries to finally get rid of the fatal and annoying worldwide admiration for Dimitroff, the 
unforgettable hero of Leipzig. Some do this by claiming that the diaries show that Dimitroff was 
essentially just an impotent puppet, abused and disrespected by Stalin 
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has been. However, Dimitroff's notes absolutely do not allow for such an 
interpretation because - like his appearance before the Reich Court in Leipzig in 
1933 - they leave no doubt that a man is speaking here who, without any 
compromise, makes the Soviet Union his own cause thing did. That is why his 
diaries are described by others as evidence that he was an “unscrupulous Stalinist” 
and therefore worthy of no respect. 


However: anti-communists cannot suck any honey out of Dimitroff's diaries. 
However, they do contain valuable evidence to refute anti-ccommunist inventions 
and legends. This will be shown using a few examples below. 


2. “Stalin threw Dimitrov’s line of the VII World Congress overboard towards 
social democracy” 


The old detractors of the Soviet Union and the Communist International, Leonhard 
and Weber and tutti quanti, have always spread the word that Stalin was an 
opponent of Dimitrov's unity and popular front decisions of the VII. 

World Congress of the Communist International and threw it overboard at the first 
opportunity and intensified the fight against social democracy. This version was 
dutifully adopted by the former GDR historians (2). However, Dimitrov wrote the 
following in his diary on March 6, 1941: “With DS 


(Manuilski) discussed the draft theses on the Second International. (I noted: our 
objective is not apparent in the theses; no clear orientation towards our goal of 
finally displacing the social democracy from the workers' movement, establishing 
a unified leadership of the workers' movement in the form of the CP; not allowing 
the social democracy to get back on its feet comes and fulfills the counter- 
revolutionary role that it played at the end of the First Imperialist World War, etc.)” 
(p.354) 

How can this change in Dimitroff from his position in 1935 to this one in 1941 be 
explained? Is it even a change? 

The matter is very simple: in 1935 it was about creating a united and popular front 
as the only real possibility of overthrowing German fascism and thus preventing 


the wars of aggression of German imperialism. But the social democrats not only 
rejected all of the communists’ offers, 
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but strengthened its anti-communist course. The fascist intervention in Spain in 1936 


was the test of the seriousness of the anti-fascism of the social democracies and the 
western democracies. It was basically decided here whether the fascist aggressors 
would be defeated or whether the path to world war would be opened for them. Both 
the Socialist International and the Western democracies sacrificed the Spanish 
Republic - and later in Munich Czechoslovakia and then Poland - because fascist 
Germany was to be encouraged to finally begin the war of annihilation against the 
Soviet Union. 


It was these experiences from 1935 to 1941 that led Dimitrov, as well as the entire 
world communist movement, to the statement of March 6, 1941 quoted above. What 
was expressed in them - namely that the workers' movement can only be victorious if 
it has driven out opportunism from its ranks - was, however, insight that came neither 
from Stalin nor from Lenin - it was Marx and Engels who first expressed it expressed 
and acted accordingly. 


For communists, the fight against opportunism was and has never been a fight for 
competitive reasons against a second workers' party, but has always been a fight to 
establish the unity of the working class on a revolutionary Marxist basis as the 
indispensable prerequisite for overcoming the power of capital. After the victory over 
fascism, it was therefore not waged as a fight against social democracy, but as a fight 
for the unification of the two workers' parties. This struggle was able to be carried out 
successfully in the Soviet occupation zone and in the countries of people's democracy, 
firstly because historical experience had burned into people's minds the lesson that 
the division of the workers' movement paved the way for fascism and therefore the 
urge for unity was strong on both sides, secondly, because the divisive policy of the 
right-wing social democratic leaders was doomed to failure where it was not supported 
(if not orchestrated) by the occupying power. The creation of unity in the workers’ 
movement through the unification of the communist and social democratic parties 
corresponded to both Dimitrov's statements at the VII World Congress and those of 
March 1941. Second example: 


3. “Stalin trusted Hitler and stopped anti-Hitler propaganda” 


The conclusion of the non-aggression treaty between the Soviet Union and Hitler's 
Germany thwarted the imperialist plans to merge Germany and the Soviet Union into one 
To get involved in war in which England and the USA could wait as laughing third 

parties until - as Truman had expressed his wish - both 
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had killed each other. Nothing is more natural than the howls of hatred and anger 

in London and Washington over this thwarting of their calculations, and the use of 
this non-aggression treaty as proof of the correctness of the anti-Soviet inflammatory 
slogan about the equality of Hitler's Germany and the Soviet Union, of fascism and 
socialism. 


However, what was worse in its impact on the communist movement and the many 
millions of friends of the Soviet Union around the world was when Khrushchev 
delivered his “secret speech” at the 20th World War. Party congress announced 

the monstrous lie as an “exposure of the truth” that the initial successes of the 
German armies were due to “the fact that Stalin did not take into account all 
warnings about the German attack” and “did not take sufficient measures” to defend 


the country prepare and the element of surprise 
to exclude. 


If Khrushchev hadn't given the delegates and the world public a malicious message 
Lie, but the truth about Stalin's attitude towards the parties 

If he wanted to present Hitler's Germany's imminent danger of an attack, then he would have 
must quote the following statements from Stalin's speech of May 5, 1941 to the 
graduates of the military academies, which he is of course familiar with: “The 
situation is extremely serious. A German attack must be expected in the near 
future... The Red Army is not yet strong enough to easily defeat the Germans... 
The defenses in the new border areas are inadequate... The Soviet government 
wants to use all diplomatic means at its disposal to try to delay the armed conflict 
with Germany at least until autumn, because at this time of year it will be too late 
for a German attack. This attempt can succeed, but it can also fail. If he succeeds, 
the war with Germany will almost inevitably take place in 1942, under much more 
favorable conditions, since the Red Army will then be better trained and better 
equipped. Depending on the international situation, the Red Army will wait for a 
German attack or take the initiative itself.” (3) 


In view of Khrushchev's hostile distortion of historical truth, which could only benefit 
the enemies of the Soviet Union and only bring disintegration into their own ranks, 
not all of those DKP comrades who, like Comrade Steigerwald again recently in an 
article in the UZ (9.2.01), still the XX. Party congress for a party congress of change 
to restore socialist law and socialist ideals and see Khrushchev as the courageous 
champion of this change, finally coming to the realization that anyone who lied as 
unscrupulously and falsified history as Khrushchev did was by no means a noble 
person 
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could not have been guided by motives, but rather deliberately misled the party and 
the country? 


Gorbachev was able to build on Khrushchev's preparatory work. Under his leadership, 
the press, radio and television of the Soviet Union were finally transformed into organs 
of concentrated anti-Soviet and anti-communist slander and the advertisement of the 
exemplary blessings of imperialism, especially the USA. 


“Sputnik”, once a Soviet magazine that was rightly valued in the GDR, now became 
an organ intended to carry this corrosive anti-communist spirit of “New Thinking” to 
the other socialist countries. The number 10 from 1988 particularly stood out. This 
issue printed a letter from the journalist Ernst Henri to Ilja Ehrenburg dated May 30, 
1965, which, under the heading “Would there have been Hitler without Stalin?”, 
exonerated German imperialism from responsibility for fascism by assigning it to 
Stalin . He piled lie upon lie in the most unscrupulous manner. Stalin's work was: 


— “The thwarting of the anti-fascist unity of action of the working class in the West”. 


— “Stalin gives Hitler the chance to eliminate France and Great Britain and neutralize 
the USA before attacking the Soviet Union.” 


— “Discrediting the Western communist parties through the 1939 order to abandon 
the anti-fascist movement”. 


— “Stalin allows Hitler to take the Soviet Union by surprise despite several credible 
warnings.” 


Another, equally unscrupulous author of lies, Julian Semyonov, wrote in the same 
Sputnik issue: “The German communists did not dare to unite with the social 
democrats in the fight against the Nazis. If they had done this, Hitler would not have 
succeeded in winning the Reichstag elections." (Apart from the author's complete 
ignorance of the actual processes and conditions in Germany, what is also 
characteristic of his imagination is that he expressed the voters , not the German 
monopoly bourgeoisie, would have brought Hitler to power!) But it gets even better: 
“(Richard) Sorge was apparently sent to China and later to Japan because there was 
a fear that in Germany he would be involved in organizing communists and social 
democrats, strive to establish a united front.” Than because of these anti-communist 
inflammatory articles 
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When Sputnik was prevented from spreading in the GDR, there was a rather 
strange wave of indignation. Strange because the outrage was not directed against 
the fact that anti-communist incitement was being carried out in a Soviet magazine, 
but rather against the fact that the dissemination of this incitement was stopped by 
state order. 


| remember the discussion in our party group at the Central Institute of History of 
the Academy of Sciences, in which outrage over the “Sputnik ban” also made 
waves. We all agreed on one point: the official reaction to this edition of Sputnik 
was of almost unbelievable stupidity and demonstrated an absolute inability to 
realistically assess the mass mood. (The ND of November 18th/19th, 1988 
distributed a “Notice from the Press Office of the Ministry of Posts and 
Telecommunications” as an ADN report, in which it was stated that “Sputnik” had 
been removed from the postal newspaper list because the magazine did not have 
one contribution to the consolidation of German-Soviet friendship, but also spread 
distorting contributions to history.) Every reader rightly felt insultingly charred by the 
fact that the party and state leadership and Erich Honecker personally hid behind 
the press office of the postal ministry in an undignified manner . But when | told my 
comrades that | was still surprised that their anger and indignation was not directed 
primarily against the monstrosity of anti-communist propaganda and incitement in 

a Soviet magazine, but against our organs, which - albeit in... completely wrong - to 
take a stand against this agitation, | was literally completely alone. “Gorbi” had 
already achieved that the “party intelligentsia” — my colleagues at the institute were, 
with a few exceptions, members of the SED — defended the counter-revolution, 
provided it appeared with a Soviet sign. 


Since then, the lie about the “Moscow ban on anti-Hitler propaganda” has been heard in the 
Time spent after the conclusion of the non-aggression treaty until the attack on the 

to Standard equipment of anti- as  Anti-Stalinism Soviet Union 
communist smear campaigns. 


You can also read about what the Soviet Union's attitude really was on this question 
in Dimitroff. 


Before we let Dimitroff's diary notes speak to this lie, a few 
Excerpts from KPD documents: 


ion of the C Commi Ethe KPD fram September 3 1939: 


“The KPD has always...held the view that the salvation of our people from the 
fascist dictatorship does not come from outside (war), but is the result of 
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struggle of the masses... will be. That is why for years the communists have 
concentrated all their forces on developing the mass struggle against Hitler's war 
policy.” 


2. From the KPD's political platform of December 30, 1939: 


“.... The big capitalist forces are shifting the entire burden of the war onto the 
shoulders of the working masses. The National Socialist claim “that in 

Germany has progressive social conditions, that the burdens are distributed 
evenly, that no war profits are allowed, that there is German socialism, does not 
correspond to the facts. It is necessary to make the masses aware of the 
contradiction between the National Socialist claims and the facts, to expose the 
fraud about the alleged “Volksgemeinschaft”...” (4) 


And now to Dimitroff's notes in his diary. 


On the date of November 7, 1940, the 24th anniversary of the October Revolution, 
Dimitrov reproduces the content of Stalin's statements at the luncheon of the 
leading comrades. On this occasion Stalin also said: “We are not prepared for 
such an air battle as is being waged between Germany and England. It turns out 
that our planes can only stay in the air for 35 minutes, but the German and English 
ones can stay in the air for up to a few hours! If our armed forces, transportation, 
etc. are not exactly as strong as our opponents (and that is all capitalist states, 
even those that claim to be our friends!), then they will eat us up." (p.316) 


From November 1940 onwards, Dimitrov turned particularly frequently to Bulgaria 
in his notes. This is not because he was understandably particularly concerned 
with developments in his home country and its Communist Party; No, the main 
reason was that from November 1940 onwards it became clear that Nazi Germany 
was trying to create a new deployment area in Bulgaria. This created an extremely 
complicated situation for both the Soviet Union and the Communist International. 
On the one hand, both had to be interested in extending the breathing space 
gained by the non-aggression treaty until the outbreak of the inevitable armed 
clash, if possible until 1942. 


But that meant that both the Soviet Union and the Communist International strictly 
refrained from doing anything that could cause the German leadership to begin 
the planned attack on the Soviet Union sooner rather than later. On the other 
hand, the Soviet Union had to do all the maneuvers 
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to confront and thwart Hitler's Germany, which amounted to making the world believe 
that the Soviet Union approved of all their aggressive, warmongering acts. This 
situation required both the Soviet government and the Al leadership to exercise 
maximum diplomatic skill in a truly life-threatening political balancing act. 


And of course this required constant coordination of the actions of both. The primary 
interest of the world communist movement was the successful defense of the Soviet 
Union, and therefore it was natural that the Communist International and all its 
sections coordinated their own actions very closely with the leadership of the Soviet 
Union and the CPSU. It is not surprising that anti-communist bourgeois as well as 
social democratic and Trotskyist propaganda uses this to justify the slanderous thesis 
of the “instrumentalization of the Communist International into an instrument of Soviet 
foreign policy”. This is just part of the business of those who have qualified themselves 
as mouthpieces for their own and the USA government against the Soviet Union and 
for the “human rights defenders”, who, to their shame, were also joined by a number 
of turncoats who were formerly well-known GDR historians. 


Dimitroff's notes allow us to become subsequent witnesses to the coordination of the 
coordinated action of the Soviet leadership and the leadership of the Communist 
International in a particularly complicated and dangerous situation in the fight against 
fascism. 


Note from November 25, 1940: “At Molotov. Were talking about Bulgaria. | pointed out 
to him that it is necessary to take immediate measures so that Bulgaria does not fall 
under the exclusive influence of Germany and cannot be used as its servile tool. 


Molotov: We are acting in this direction. Today we will discuss a number of concrete 
measures. 


In Berlin” — (Molotov had been in Berlin on November 12th for exploratory talks) — “we 
did not conclude any agreements with the Germans and took on no obligations 
whatsoever.” (This was a great disappointment for the Nazi leadership, as Hitler had 
on October 24th 1940 - as the Army Chief of Staff, Franz Halder, noted in his diary, 
explains: "Molotov will come to Berlin. Then Russia is expected to enter the Tripartite 
Pact." (5) "The Germans are now working on Turkey... What Turkey is doing It's hard 
to predict. But we're watching closely what's happening there and around Turkey. The 
Germans want to present it as if we had theirs 
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Plans in the Balkans approved. We publicly denied this on the occasion of 
Hungary's accession to the Tripartite Pact. Now everyone will know that we did 
not agree at all. 


Dimitroff: We are striving to dismantle the German occupation troops in various 
countries, and we want to intensify these activities without making a big deal about 
it. Won't this hinder Soviet policy? 


Molotov: Of course you have to do that. We would not be communists if we did 
not follow this course. It just has to be done silently.” 


Dimitroff continues: “Having just returned to the Comintern, | was summoned to 
Stalin.... Stalin: Today we are making a proposal to the Bulgarians 

to conclude a support pact. We do not offer guarantees... but rather a pact of 
mutual assistance.... If the Bulgarians do not accept this proposal from us, they 
will fall completely into the clutches of the Germans and Italians and then perish.... 
It is a mistake to assume that England are beaten. It has strong military forces in 
the Mediterranean. It is located directly on the straits. After the conquest of the 
Greek islands, England strengthened its position in this region. Our relations with 
the Germans are outwardly polite, but there is serious friction between us. The 
proposal has been handed over to the Bulgarian government today... This 
proposal must be made known to the general public in Bulgaria.” (p.320/21). 


However, as can be seen from Dimitroff's following note, even more precise 
information was required in order not to jeopardize the desired success under the 
special, complicated international conditions: 


12/14 40: A directive sent to the Central Committee (Sofia). The campaign about 
the pact must not have a partisan, anti-bourgeois, anti-dynastic and anti-German 
character. It must not be conducted on a class basis, but rather on a general 
national and state basis.” (p.325). 


On November 27, 1940, Dimitroff noted: “...The patriotic, anti-German spirit of the 
Czechs has not been broken. Tremendous hatred of the Czechs against National 
Socialist Germany. In this atmosphere, the national solidarity of the Czechs 
became evident. A very small group consciously went into the service of the 
Germans.” (p.323). 


Note from January 12, 1941: “I called Molotov about the possible invasion of 
Bulgaria by German troops. He promised to arrange a meeting with Stalin on the 
matter. Molotov said: “We have the TASS statement 
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published that the march of German troops through Bulgaria was not coordinated with 
us. For the time being we are not doing anything else.” (p.331). 


Dimitroff's note on the same problem follows on pages 332/33: “I sent Stalin a personal 
letter: ‘Dear Comrade Stalin, 


| would like to ask you very much to receive me regarding the question of which line 
the Bulgarian Communist Party should pursue in connection with the invasion of 
German troops into Bulgaria. The prepared entry of German troops into Bulgaria 
presents the Bulgarian CP with an extraordinarily difficult and complicated task. The 
Communist Party, which has enormous influence in the country, cannot of course 
remain silent about this action on the part of Germany, which is carried out with the 
consent or toleration of the Bulgarian government. But the question is: how and with 
what should it react and what specific position should it take? 


In my opinion, the CP must resolutely oppose the sending of German troops to 
Bulgaria, under whatever pretext this sending takes place; It must point out that such 
a violation of Bulgaria's neutrality entails the involvement of the Bulgarian people in a 
war for foreign interests and carries the risk that the territory of Bulgaria will become 
a theater of war and the independent existence of the country will be put at risk. At 
the same time, it must expose the responsibility of Tsar Boris and the government, 
who were directly responsible for this development by rejecting the Soviet pact 
proposal, and in this context it must emphasize even more strongly the need for a 
mutual assistance pact between Bulgaria and the USSR. 


By disseminating the TASS statement, the CP must refute the deception perpetrated 
by government circles on the masses that the deployment of troops was supposedly 
coordinated with the USSR. The CP must also initiate a mass movement against the 
establishment of an occupation regime (in the country) and against the capture of 
economic and food resources, and avoid rash actions, provocative measures and 
armed clashes. 


With comradely greetings, G. Dim’. 


At two in the morning Stalin called me: 'I have read your letter. | agree with your 
stance. You have to expose and avoid provocations. Such actions would only make it 
easier for the Germans to occupy the country... The party should not act as an 
accomplice to the Soviet Union, but rather act on its behalf. The Bulgarian government 
is concealing our statement. 

We will broadcast it on the radio in Bulgarian.’ “ 
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1/21/41: “Talked to Molotov about Bulgaria and other questions. Molotov said that 
the Soviet government had declared to the German government that Bulgaria 
and the straits were part of the Soviet security zone.” (p.337). 


3/4/41: “Publication of the Soviet government's communiqué condemning the 
Bulgarian government’s policy and approval of the invasion of German troops.” 
(p.354). 


At about the same time that Germany was beginning to seek the inclusion of 
Bulgaria in the deployment area of its armies, it was tying strings to Belgrade to 
have Yugoslavia join the Tripartite Powers bloc. (6) When the reactionary 
Yugoslav government joined the Anti-Comintern Pact (7) on March 25, 1941, 
Hitler and the Wehrmacht leadership could already believe that nothing stood in 
the way of adhering to Hitler's schedule for the attack on the Soviet Union. On 
July 31, 1940, Hitler announced to his generals: “Decision: In the course of this 
conflict, Russia must be eliminated. Spring 1941.”(8) This plan by Hitler, the 
aspirant of world domination, was thwarted by the anti-fascist forces in Yugoslavia. 


Dimitroff notes in his diary: “27.3.4: Anti-German military coup in Yugoslavia.” 
(p.363). 


Of course, this news was received with great joy and satisfaction in Moscow, as 
the failure to include Yugoslavia in the German deployment area must in any 
case lead to an extension of the Soviet Union's breathing space. However, further 
developments also complicated the already extremely difficult task of supporting 
the anti-German and anti-fascist forces in such a way that it did not counteract 
the effort to maintain the effectiveness of the non-aggression treaty for as long as 
possible. Dimitroff's notes on the exchange of reports and instructions between 
the Communist Party of Yugoslavia and Dimitroff show very impressively how 
there was a struggle for the right way to solve this difficult problem: “March 28, 
1941: A telegram from the Central Committee of the Yugoslav party about their 
attitude to the events in Yugoslavia. The party organizes general resistance 
against the German-ltalian invasion of Yugoslavia and against England's attempts 
to get Yugoslavia on its side in the war. The people put pressure on the new 
government, demanding that the Treaty of Vienna be revoked and that a mutual 
assistance pact be concluded with the USSR. Vigilance towards the new 
government.” (p.364). 


“March 29th 41: In the evening with Vyacheslav Mikhailovich (Molotov) in the 
Kremlin. We talked about Yugoslavia. (Molotov): It is not expedient 
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Organize street demonstrations. The English would take advantage of that. The 
inner reaction too. The cadres of the communist movement would be destroyed.- 
In the current situation, one must gather strength and prepare.- Don't make noise, 
don't shout, but consistently pursue your goal. - This should also be advised to 
the Yugoslav comrades... Yugoslav history was a slap in the face for the 
Germans. .. Have prepared for transmission to Yugoslavia (to the Central 
Committee of the Communist Party): 'We urgently advise you to limit yourself at 
this stage to making your position clear to the masses emphatically and 
convincingly, but to refrain from street demonstrations and, under all 
circumstances, armed ones To avoid clashes between the masses and the state 
power. Don't give in to momentary moods. Do not allow yourself to be carried 
away by loud actions aimed solely at external effects and concentrate fully on the 
propagation of our principles and slogans as well as our communist policies; to 
the strengthening of the party, to the unification and organization of the forces of 
the working class, the peasant masses and the working population of the cities 
and the all-round development of these forces; focus on strengthening the party's 
influence in the army and among the youth. 


Don't rush forward. Don't let the enemy provoke you. They must not endanger 
the vanguard of the people and not send them prematurely into the fire. The 
moment for decisive battles with the class enemy has not yet come. The party's 
task now is to constantly carry out educational work and thoroughly prepare itself 
and the masses. Take note of this and act accordingly. Confirm receipt. Keep us 
informed regularly.’ ” (p.365). 


“2.4.41: Have sent a warning to the Central Committee in Sofia in connection with 
the anti-Serbian demonstrations - '...Bulgaria's involvement in the war against 
Yugoslavia is not only an act of shameful treason against the neighboring fraternal 
people, but also for the Bulgarian people itself that it will finally become a servant 
of German imperialism, which will shed its blood for foreign interests and expose 
its own country to terrible destruction and annihilation. Develop a campaign in 

this spirit and do not allow yourself to be provoked by the enemy.'” (p.367). 


“4.4.41: ...Our directive has arrived in Yugoslavia. The treaty between Yugoslavia 
and the USSR was prepared at night.” (p.368). 


“5.4.41: ... That night the (Friendship and Non-Aggression) Treaty with Yugoslavia 
was signed.” (p. 369) 
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“6.4.41: The treaty with Yugoslavia was published together with a photo showing the 
Yugoslav delegation with Molotov, Stalin and others. is shown. Germany declared war 
on Yugoslavia and Greece.” (p.369) 


“9.4.41: Spoken with Zhdanov about the Al's call for May Day. — We do not think it is 
appropriate for the Comintern to go public with an appeal on May 1 under the current 
conditions. (To present a detailed analysis would mean revealing our own cards on some 
points, giving the enemies the opportunity to exploit this against us, etc.) - The events in 
the Balkans do not change our general attitude towards the imperialist war and the two 
warring capitalist ones Groups. We do not approve of German expansion in the Balkans. 
However, that does not mean that we abandon the pact with Germany and side with 
England. Those of us who think this way underestimate the independent role and power 
of the Soviet Union. They think that one has to orient oneself towards one or the other 
imperialist group, but that is fundamentally wrong.” (p.370) 


“April 18, 1941: Telephone call with Zhdanov about our directive to carry out World War |. 
May. He said that Yossif Vissarionovich (Stalin) had remarked that one had to distinguish 
between the different countries: the belligerent, the non-belligerent, the occupied 
countries, etc. - Regarding the basic statements (‘Imperialist war is the concern of the 
imperialists; international peace is the concern of the working class and the peoples’, 
‘The war of the Greek and Yugoslav people against the imperialist aggressors is a just 
war’, etc.) he has no concerns." (p.373). 


With the determination of the just war of the Greek and Yugoslavian people, a first step 
has been taken away from the general assessment of the Second World War as an 
imperialist and therefore unjust war on the part of all belligerent states and towards the 
assessment of the war against fascist Germany as a just war. But it was only in his 
speech on February 9, 1946 that Stalin, looking back on the war and the pre-war period, 
drew the conclusion: “In view of this, the Second World War against the Axis powers, in 
contrast to the First World War, took on the character of an anti-fascist, a war of liberation 
right from the start... The entry of the Soviet Union into the war against the Axis powers 
could only, and indeed did, reinforce the anti-fascist and liberation character of the 
Second World War.” (9) 
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It was impossible to give such an assessment at the beginning of the war. It could only be 
given after all the quite a few attempts by the reactionary forces in the USA and England to 
reach a separate peace with Hitler's Germany in order to free their hands for a one-front war 
against the Soviet Union had failed to blow up the anti-Hitler coalition. Only the joint victory 
over the Axis powers made it possible to assess the war against them from beginning to end 
as a just, anti-fascist war. 


But we got ahead of ourselves. So back to Dimitroff’s notes. 


“4/23/41: ...General conclusions: Events in the Balkans do not hasten the end of the war, but 
rather prolong and intensify it. The World War is a protracted war. The flames of war are 
drawing closer and closer to the borders of the Soviet Union, which must prepare as best it 
can for all possible "surprises." The Soviet Union is getting its hands more and more free in 
relation to the West.” (p.376). 


“5.5.41: In the evening in the Kremlin, a ceremonial meeting for the graduates of the military 
academy and a reception afterwards. JW (Stalin) gave a speech at the ceremony... Why 
was France crushed, why did England suffer defeats and why did the Germans achieve 
success? The main reason is that Germany, as a defeated country, sought and found new 
ways and means to overcome the difficult situation in which it found itself after the First World 
War. 

It created an army and cadres and extensively upgraded it, especially artillery and the air 
force. France and England, meanwhile, fell into a victorious frenzy after their successes, 
boasted of their power and lacked the necessary military preparation... An army that believes 
itself to be invincible and that further improvement is unnecessary is doomed to destruction. 


Is the German army invincible? No. She is not invincible. First, Germany started the war with 
the slogan “Liberation of Versailles.” And it could count on the goodwill of those peoples who 
suffered under the Versailles system. But now Germany continues the war under the banner 
of subjugation, the oppression of other peoples, under the banner of hegemony. This is a big 
minus for the German army. It no longer has the goodwill of a number of countries and 
peoples, but on the contrary has turned many of the countries it occupied against itself. An 
army that has to fight on enemy soil and has enemy territory and masses in the rear is 
exposed to serious dangers. That's the other minus for the German army. 


Furthermore, the German leaders are already beginning to suffer from delusions of grandeur. They 
believe that they can do everything, that their army is strong enough, and that there is no need for them 
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to further perfect. All this shows that the German army is not invincible.... Our army 
must constantly become stronger and improve. And our military schools must keep 
up with it and not lag behind.... 

Our policy of peace and security is at the same time a policy of preparation for war. 
There is no defense without attack. You have to educate the army in the spirit of 
attack. You have to prepare for war.' “ (P.380 ff.). 


“June 21, 1941: The telegram from Chou En-lai from Chongqing to Yan'an (to Mao 
Tse-tung) points out, among other things, that Chiang Kai-shek stubbornly claims that 
Germany will attack the USSR, and he even mentions this Date — June 21, 1941! 
Rumors about the impending attack are increasing from all sides. You have to be 
careful... In the morning | called Molotov. 

| asked him to discuss the situation and the necessary instructions for the communist 
parties with Yossif Vissarionovich. 


Molotov: The situation is unclear. A big game is being played. Not everything depends 
us Off. I'll talk to JW. If there’s anything special, I'll call!” (p.392). 


“June 22, 1941: Sunday. At 7 a.m. | was urgently ordered to the Kremlin. : 
Germany invaded the USSR. The war has started ... In Stalin's 
study there are Molotov, Voroshilov, Kaganovich, Malenkov. 


Stalin to me: 'They attacked us without making any demands, without demanding any 
negotiations, they attacked us vilely, like robbers. After the attack, after the bombing 
of Kiev, Sevastopol, Zhitomir and other places,schulenburg (the German ambassador) 
appeared with the statement that Germany felt threatened by the concentration of 
Soviet troops on the eastern border and had taken countermeasures. The Finns and 
Romanians are on the German side. Bulgaria is responsible for representing 
Germany's interests in the USSR. Only the communists can defeat the fascists...” 
The calm, firmness and confidence of Stalin and everyone else are astonishing” (p. 


392). 


At this point one should remember the malicious lying image that Khrushchev gave to 
the delegates of the XXth century. The party conference was presented by a Stalin 
who was desperate and headless after the attack, gave up everything and took refuge 
in his dacha “for a long time” and no longer cared about anything! It is quite astonishing 
that this image still survives today in the communist parties as the true image of Stalin 
at the beginning of the war, even though Marshal Zhukov's memories were published 
in Moscow in 1969, which clearly stated 
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demonstrate the falsehood of Khrushchev's portrayal; It is enough here to just quote 
the following passage from Zhukov's book: “Stalin was a strong-willed person and not 
a coward...After June 22, 1941, throughout the war, Stalin firmly and securely 
controlled the country with the Central Committee of the Party and the Soviet 
Government , which directed military operations and international affairs.” (10) 


How can it be explained that even in communist parties like the DKP there is no 
evidence of any effort to prove at least the most blatant of Khrushchev's historical 
falsifications as such and to counter them with historical truth? Isn't it finally time for 
this, ten years after the victory of the counter-revolution? Wouldn't it be on the XX 
without them? The rewriting of the history of socialism that began at the party 
conference - and not just the history of the USSR, but of all socialist countries and 
especially the GDR! — would not have been possible as a sequence of the worst 
crimes! 


4. Dimitrov on the dissolution of the Ill. International 


In a discussion with well-known comrades of the DKP about the dissolution of the 
Communist Information Office by Khrushchev, in which | described this dissolution as 
one of the measures with which Khrushchev replaced the Marxist-Leninist principle of 
proletarian internationalism with the “national communism” propagated by the Tito 
party. gained entry into the communist movement, | was replied: “Then you must 
make this accusation against Stalin, because he, without asking anyone, ordered the 
dissolution of the Communist International in 1943 and thus dealt a serious blow to 
the communist movement! This view of the dissolution of the Comintern can be found 
as dominant in the PDS as in the DKP and, of course, in all parties and groups sworn 
to Trotsky. But it has just as little to do with the truth as the one discussed in the 
previous two parts and legends refuted with the help of Dimitroff diary entries. 


We also find out what it really was like from Dimitroff. 


The history includes a USA law that was signed by President Roosevelt on October 
17, 1940. This law prohibited organizations in the United States from any international 
involvement. This meant that the Communist Party of the USA was threatened with a 
ban because of its affiliation with the Communist International. Their then general 
secretary, Earl R. Browder, was in prison at the time. In January 1940 he was 
sentenced to a four-year-old for “passport offenses”. 
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sentenced to prison. At his suggestion, the party sent a request to the EKKI - the 
Executive Committee of the Communist International - 

whether it would not be appropriate to avoid the ban on the party by breaking off 
its membership in the Communist International. (11) The following entry in 
Dimitroff's diary apparently refers to this inquiry: 


November 16, 1940: Ercoli, (di Togliatti), Marty and Gottwald with me about the 
request from the American Communist Party in connection with their extraordinary 
party congress. We agreed on the following answer: "If it is absolutely necessary 
to take a decision on the question of membership (of the organization in the 
Comintern), then such a decision must underline the party's loyalty to Marxism- 
Leninism and proletarian internationalism at the very moment in which the party is 
forced to temporarily break off formal relations with the Al in order to preserve the 
possibility of working legally.” (p.319) 


Five months later, in April 1941, Dimitroff reported on a statement by Stalin 

in the circle of leading comrades: 20. 4.41: | also drank to my health. On this 
occasion, JW (Stalin) said: With Dimitrov in the Comintern, parties are leaving 
(allusion to the American party). That's not bad. 

On the contrary, the communist parties should be made completely independent 
parties instead of sections of the Cl. They must become national communist 
parties, with different names - workers’ party, Marxist party, etc. The name is not 
important. It is important that they gain a foothold among their people and 
concentrate on their own specific tasks. They must have a communist program, 
must rely on a Marxist analysis, must not always look to Moscow, but rather solve 
the specific tasks facing each country independently... Because the situation and 
the tasks are completely different in the different countries. ...\When the communist 
parties are strengthened in this way, they can restore their international organization. 


The International was founded in Marx's time in anticipation of the approaching 
international revolution. The Comintern was created under Lenin, also during such 
a period. Now national tasks for each country are coming to the fore. However, 
the fact that the communist parties, as sections of an international organization, 
are subordinate to the Executive Committee of the Cl is an obstacle... Do not cling 
to what happened yesterday. Consistently take into account the newly created 
conditions.... Under current conditions, the membership of the communist parties 
in the Comintern makes it easier for the bourgeoisie to persecute them and favors 
its plan to exclude them from the masses 
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to isolate one's own country; the communist parties are prevented from developing 
independently and solving their tasks as national parties... 


Dimitroff's conclusion: The question of the continued existence of Al in the near 
future and of the new forms of international connections and international work 
under the conditions of the world war has been posed clearly and clearly. (p.374 


f.) 


To discuss this question, Dimitroff sat down with leading comrades of the EKKI: 
April 21, 1941: Confronted Ercoli and Maurice (Thorez) with the question of 
whether the EKKI would cease its activity as a leading authority for the communist 
parties in the near future and the individual communist parties should be granted 
complete independence; whether they should be transformed into real national 
parties of the communists of the individual countries, which are guided by a 
communist program, but solve their concrete tasks in their own way, according to 
the conditions in their countries, and which themselves are responsible for their 
decisions and for themselves carry action. Instead of the EKKI — an organ for 
information and ideological and political support of the communist parties. Both 
thought that this question was fundamentally correct and fully corresponded to the 
current situation of the international workers' movement. (p.375) 


A short time later, Dimitroff held further consultations on this question with other 
comrades, such as DS Manuilski and AA Zhdanov: “12. 5. 41: Discussed with DS 
Manuilski how the decision to stop the activities of the EKKI should be justified. 
There are many unclear and difficult questions associated with this transformation. 
In the Central Committee (with Zhdanov). Were talking about the Comintern. 


1) The decision must be justified in principle, since a valid explanation for such a 
step must be provided to foreign countries as well as to our Soviet communists. 
The Comintern has a great history, and suddenly it ceases to exist and act asa 
unified international center. The decision would have to take into account in 
advance all possible blows from the enemy, for example that this was supposedly 
a maneuver or that the communists had renounced internationalism and the 
international proletarian revolution. Our argument must be such that it leads to an 
upswing in the communist parties and does not trigger a grave mood and 
uncertainty. ...The ideas of the Communist International are deeply rooted in the 
ranks of the leading layers of the working class in the capitalist states. At the 
present stage it is necessary for the communist parties to become independent 


national parties 
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develop parties. After a heyday of the national communist movement in individual countries, the next 
stage will see the re-emergence of an international communist organization on a firmer and broader 
basis. It must be made clear that the dissolution of the EKKI does not mean a rejection of international 
proletarian solidarity. On the contrary - only their manifestations and methods are changing so that the 
forms and methods better correspond to the current stage of the international workers' movement. 


2) This step must be absolutely serious and consistent. You are not allowed to change your clothes, 
but you can leave everything else as it is, which means that the EKKI will be dissolved, but will actually 
continue to exist in a different form as an internationally leading center. 


3) The very important question is on whose initiative this is happening: on the management's own 


initiative or on the suggestion of a number of communist parties. 
The latter is probably better. 


4) The matter is not urgent; It should not be rushed, but discussed and prepared seriously. Three 
questions require discussion: a) how should one justify it in principle; b) on whose initiative the decision 
is to be made; c)the legacy of Al, what happens next? 


5. In any case, the communist movement can achieve great advantages with this step: all anti- 
Comintern pacts lose their basis; the bourgeoisie's greatest trump card becomes obsolete: that the 
communists are subordinate to a foreign center and are therefore "traitors"; the CP will strengthen its 
independence in every country and transform itself into a real people's party in their country; It will 
make it easier for those worker activists to join the CP who do not want to join now because they are of 
the opinion that this would alienate them from their people.” (p.386 f.) 


As you can see, six weeks before Nazi Germany attacked the Soviet Union, the dissolution of the Al 
was almost decided. The beginning of the Patriotic War against fascist Germany understandably 
brought completely different questions to the fore. In addition, under the completely changed conditions 
of the Soviet Union's alliance with England and the USA, the guidance of the communist parties by the 
EKKI gained great importance for a certain time, as will be shown in the next section. 


Only after the great victory of the Red Army in the Battle of Stalingrad, with which the 
The armies of fascist Germany were finally forced onto the path of defeat in May 1943 can be found in 
Dimitroff's diary 
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the first entry since the fascist attack, which deals with the dissolution of the 
Communist International deals with: 


“May 8, 1943: At night with Manuilski near Molotov. We talked about the future of 
the Comintern. Have come to the conclusion that the Comintern, as a leadership 
center for the communist parties, under current conditions, is an obstacle to their 
independent development and the fulfillment of their specific tasks. A document to 
dissolve this center is being drawn up.” 


From May 8, 1943 to May 22, hardly a day goes by without a note in Dimitroff's 
diary about deliberations on this question. 
On May 11, 1948, a draft statement from the EKKI Presidium written by Dimitroff 


and Manuilski was brought to the attention of Stalin, who agreed with it. This draft 
was discussed several times in the EKKI Presidium and was finalized on May 
20th, unanimously accepted by the Politburo of the CPSU on May 21st and 
published in Pravda on May 22nd, 1943 (dated May 15th). (12) It had the following 
wording: 


"The historical role of the Communist International, which arose in 1919 as a result 
of the political collapse of the overwhelming majority of the old pre-war workers' 
parties, was to defend the teachings of Marxism from their trivialization and 
distortion by the opportunist elements of the workers' movement in a number of 
countries promoted the unification of the vanguard of the advanced workers in 
true workers’ parties, helped them to mobilize the masses of the working people 
to defend their economic and political interests, to fight against fascism and the 
war it was preparing, to support the Soviet Union as mainstay against fascism. 
The Communist International has timely revealed the true meaning of the “Anti- 
Comintern Pact,” which the Hitlerists used as a tool to prepare for war. Long 
before the war, she tirelessly exposed the shameful work of the Hitlerites in the 
other states, which they masked with their cries about the alleged interference of 
the Communist International in the internal affairs of these states. 


Long before the war, it became increasingly clear that with the increasing 
complexity of both the internal and international situation of individual countries, 
the solution of the tasks of the labor movement of each individual country by the 
forces of any international center would encounter insurmountable difficulties. 
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This difference in the historical paths of development of the individual countries of 
the world, the different character, even the contradiction of their social structure, 
the difference in the level and pace of their social and political development, and 
finally the difference in the degree of consciousness and organization of the 
workers also mean that the working class in each country faces different tasks. 
The whole course of events over the past quarter of a century and the experience 
of the Communist International have shown convincingly that the form of 
organization chosen by the First Congress of the Communist International to unite 
workers and which corresponded to the requirements of the initial period of the 
rebirth of the workers' movement, With the growth of the workers' movement in 
the individual countries and the complexity of its tasks, it became more and more 
obsolete and even became an obstacle to the further strengthening of the national 
workers' parties. 


The world war unleashed by the Hitlerists further exacerbated the differences in 
the situation of individual countries, creating a deep gap between the countries 
that became the bearers of Hitler's tyranny and the freedom-loving peoples welded 
together in the powerful anti-Hitler coalition. 

While in the countries of the Hitler bloc the main task of the workers, the working 
people and all honest people is to work towards the defeat of this bloc by 
undermining the Hitlerite war machine from within, to help overthrow the 
governments responsible for the war - it is in In the countries of the anti-Hitler 
coalition, it is a sacred duty of the broad masses of the people and, above all, of 
the advanced workers to give all-round support to the war efforts of the 
governments of these countries in order to smash the Hitler bloc as quickly as 
possible and to ensure cooperation between nations on the basis of equality. It 
should also not be forgotten that individual countries that are part of the anti-Hitler 
coalition also have their special task. For example, in the countries occupied by 
the Hitlerists and deprived of their state independence, the main task of the 
advanced workers and broad masses of the people is the development of the 
armed struggle, which grows into the war of national liberation against Hitler's 
Germany. At the same time, the liberation war of the freedom-loving peoples 
against Hitler's tyranny has brought into motion the broadest masses of the people, 
who, regardless of their party or religious affiliation, unite in the ranks of the 
powerful anti-Hitler coalition, and has shown more obviously that the all-national 
upswing and the mobilization of the masses are becoming the most rapid Victory 
over the enemy 
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can best and most fruitfully be realized by the vanguard of the workers' movement 
in each individual country within the framework of their state. 


Already the VII World Congress of the Communist International in 1935, which took 
into account the changes that had taken place both in the international situation 

and in the workers' movement and which demanded great flexibility and 
independence from the sections of the Communist International, underlined this 
Necessity that the executive of the Communist International, when making decisions 
on all questions of the workers' movement, must "start from the concrete conditions 
and peculiarities of each individual country and, as a rule, avoid direct intervention 
in the internal organizational affairs of the communist parties." 


The Communist International was guided by these considerations when it noted 
and approved the decision of the Communist Party of the United States of America 
in November 1940 to withdraw from the ranks of the Communist International. The 
communists, guided by the teachings of the founders of Marxism-Leninism, were 
never supporters of maintaining outdated forms of organization; They have always 
subordinated the organizational forms of the workers' movement and the working 
methods of these organizations to the fundamental political interests of the entire 
workers' movement, the peculiarities of the concrete historical situation and the 
tasks that arise directly from this situation. They remember the example of the 
great Marx, who united the advanced workers in the ranks of the International 
Workers' Association and, after fulfilling the historic task of the First International - 
to create the basis for the development of the workers’ party in the countries of 
Europe and America - As a result of the growing need to create national mass 
workers' parties, the First International was dissolved because this form of 
organization no longer corresponded to these needs. 


Based on the above considerations, taking into account the 

growth and political maturity of the communist parties and their leading cadres in 
the individual countries and also in view of the fact that in the course of the current 
war a number of sections have raised the question of the dissolution of the 
Communist International as the leading center of the international 

The Presidium of the Executive Committee of the Labor Movement raised the issue 
The Communist International - since it does not have the opportunity to convene 
the Congress of the Communist International under the conditions of the world war 
- made the following proposal to the sections of the Communist International 
International to submit for confirmation: 
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To dissolve the Communist International as the leading center of the international 
workers' movement and to release the sections of the Communist International 
from the obligations arising from the statute and the decisions of the congresses of 
the Communist International. 


The Presidium of the Executive Committee of the Communist International calls on 


all supporters of the Communist International to concentrate all their forces on all- 
round support and active participation in the liberation war of the peoples and 
states of the anti-Hitler coalition for the rapid destruction of the mortal enemy of the 
working people - German fascism, its allies and Vassals.” 


This declaration was sent to all sections of the Comintern for comment, and all 
parties without exception agreed to it. Under the date of May 29, Dimitroff noted 
the text of the declaration of consent from the Communist Parties of England, 
Australia and Yugoslavia; also the text of an interview that Stalin gave to the 
Moscow Reuter correspondent King about the dissolution of the Comintern. 


On June 8, the Presidium of the Executive Committee of the Communist International 
met for its last meeting; Dimitrov recorded in his diary: 


"8th. 6. 43: Held the last meeting of the EKKI Presidium. 


1. We noted that all sections unanimously welcomed the proposal to dissolve the 
Comintern and that not a single section raised any objection to this proposal. 


2. Have declared the dissolution of the Executive Committee of the Comintern, its 
Presidium and Secretariat, and the International Control Commission.” 


“10. 6. 43: Our communication about the decision of the Presidium of June 8, 1943 
was published in Pravda.” 


So much for the documentation of Dimitrov's notes in his diaries on the history of 
the dissolution of the Comintern. They thoroughly destroy the legend of the “sudden 
dissolution of the Communist International by a solitary decision of Stalin.” 


The truth is: the impetus for considering dissolution came from the USA law of 
October 1940, which threatened the USA CP with a ban if it remained a section of 
the Comintern. The first step towards dissolution was the subsequent severing of 
the connection between the US Communist Party and the Communist International. 
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The decisive reason for the dissolution of the Comintern was, on the one hand, 

the changed objective conditions under which the continuation of central leadership 
of the work of the Communist parties would have become an obstacle to their 
further growth and the deepening of their connection with the working people of 
their respective countries, and on the other hand others were convinced that the 
communist parties had now grown into mature Marxist-Leninist parties that no 


longer needed leadership from a central location. 


The dissolution took place in a perfectly democratic manner after years of 
consultation in the executive board of the EKKI and with the consent of all sections 
of the KI. Therefore, the dissolution of the Cl was in no way a departure from 
internationalism, since internationalism is an inseparable part of the essence of 
every truly Marxist-Leninist party, regardless of the particular organizational form 
of their cooperation. Both Stalin and the Presidium of the EKKI had also expressly 
envisaged the creation of an international organization of communist parties in the 
future, under newly changed conditions, in a form that would correspond to the 
then existing conditions. 


As a step towards such an organization, as is well known, the Information Office 

of the Communist and Workers' Parties was founded in September 1947 ata 
conference in Warsaw because, as was said in the communique of the conference, 
the lack of contact between the parties represented at the conference 

caused negative phenomena. The information office's tasks were to organize the 
exchange of experiences between the parties and, if necessary, coordinate their 
activities on the basis of mutual agreement. (13) 


Participants of the conference and founding members of the association, 
abbreviated as “Informburo”, were representatives of ruling communist parties — 
CPSU, CP of Bulgaria, CP of Yugoslavia, Polish Workers' Party, CP of Romania, 
CP of Czechoslovakia, CP of Hungary - and two communist parties of Western 
Europe, the CP of France and the CP of Italy. The information office only existed 
for a total of 9 years. 


Its end was fundamentally different from the end of the Communist International. 
Externally, the form was maintained: in the “Informational Notice on the 
Discontinuation of the Activities of the Information Office of the Communist and 
Workers' Parties” (14), the dissolution is also justified with “new conditions for the 
activities of the Communist and Workers' Parties” and formulated: “The central 
committees of the 
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The Communist and Workers' Parties belonging to the Information Bureau have 
exchanged views on the issues of its activities and recognized that the Information 
Bureau they founded in 1947 has exhausted its functions; In connection with this, 
they have decided by mutual agreement to cease the activities of the Information 
Office... and the publication of its organ, the newspaper 'For Lasting Peace, for 
People's Democracy! 


The only question that arises is: What has actually changed so fundamentally 
since December 14, 1955 and April 17, 1956, to suddenly move from defending 
the existence of the information office to the view that it has “exhausted its 
functions”? 


On December 14, 1955, Khrushchev and Bulganin held a joint press conference 
in New Delhi, in which Bulganin commented as follows: “Sometimes people ask 
whether the Cominform cannot be liquidated somehow. But why should the 
communist parties actually forego a universal form of international traffic and 
cooperation? Why, for example, do those who raise the question of liquidating the 
“Cominform” have nothing against the activities of the Socialist International, 
which unites the social democratic parties? Why does it seem natural and lawful 
to them that the capitalists come together to form international monopoly 
associations and hold regular conferences in order to conduct their business 
together, while the working class is expected to adhere to the great motto of 
international solidarity proclaimed by Marx and Engels: 'Proletarians of all 
countries, unite!’, which corresponds to the very own interests of all working 
people, renounce?" (15) 


That was an excellent rebuff for those Western rulers who had long been a thorn 
in the side of the “Cominform” — the term commonly used in the West for the 
information office! Why should this no longer apply four months later? What had 
changed so fundamentally? There is only one answer to that: In the meantime 
the XX. Party congress of the CPSU took place, which initiated the turn away 
from Lenin's policy of fighting against imperialism with the aim of overcoming it 
towards the policy of reconciliation with imperialism, towards permanent and 
friendly "coexistence" and cooperation with it; i.e. the turn away from the 
revolutionary politics of irreconcilable class struggle in the spirit of the Communist 
Manifesto and towards the revisionist politics of class reconciliation. 


The Information Office of the Communist and Workers' Parties was composed in 
such a way that it was a center of resistance to the enforcement 
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of this turning point in the world communist movement. The pressure that the 
information office also exerted on the leadership of the CPSU to coordinate its own 
decisions with the partners in the collective advisory body was the function described 
as “exhausted” - that is why it had to disappear! 

Khrushchev needed a clear path for his reconciliation with Tito in June 1955 and 
then at the 20th World War. Party congress with its “secret speech” successfully 
used a surprise tactic to present the other communist parties with a fait accompli 
and thus with the alternative: obedient allegiance or break with the CPSU! The 
consequences of refusing allegiance were demonstrated to everyone in 1960 and 
afterwards using the example of the break with Albania and China. However, this 
was only possible for the revisionist CPSU leadership because there was no longer 
any collective organ of the communist movement. 


Where this turnaround - towards the fulfillment of the wishes and demands of the 
class enemy - first gained the upper hand in the communist movement, and by 
whom and how the evil spirit of this turnaround was also introduced into the 
European communist parties will be shown in the next part. 


HOW BROWDERISM TRANSPLANTED TO EUROPE 
BECAME 


I. Georgi Dimitrov's all too justified warning about the penetration of imperialist 
agents into the communist parties 


Georgi Dimitroff notes the following in his diary on May 13, 1942: “May 14, 1942: | 
instructed the American Central Committee not to concern itself with the American 
Wolff Committee (16) recruiting people for the British and American secret service. 
The people are supposed to be used for decomposition work in the German 
hinterland. The American Central Committee should break off all contact between 
the American communists and these services, as this enables intelligence agents 

to penetrate the party and endangers the work of the American and other communist 
parties. 

(p. 515) 


1. Experiences of the revolutionary workers movement in emigration and the 
“Spanish War” 


Such a warning was all too justified. It was based on decades of experience. As 
long as there is a revolutionary workers' movement, it will last 
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to do with defending against efforts by the organs of the ruling class to keep the 
movement under constant surveillance and to dismantle it from within by infiltrating 
undercover agents as informants and agents provocateurs. In the wake of the 
establishment of the fascist dictatorship in Germany, opportunities arose for the 
imperialist secret services to become active in this area and achieve success in 
completely new forms and to a much greater extent than before. The Germans 
who had been driven into emigration by the fascists and the communists from the 
occupied countries who had managed to escape to western countries were largely 
completely destitute and in urgent need of solidarity help. This help was provided 
to them, of course, by the comrades of the communist parties in the refugee 
countries, but also by sympathizers, by anti-fascists, as well as by members of 
bourgeois-democratic and Christian aid organizations. 


Of course, it was part of the everyday job of the imperialist secret services to 
record as precisely as possible all communist emigrants, regardless of which 
country they came from, and to keep them under control. And their leaders and 
staff wouldn't have been worth their salaries if they hadn't made sure that the 
various aid organizations had people working with them and giving them the 
information they wanted. 

The ability of these services to penetrate the ranks of communist and other anti- 
fascist fighters became even more advantageous when tens of thousands of them 
rushed to Spain to help defend the Spanish Republic against the putschist Franco 
and the German and Italian invaders. 


The Soviet Union was the only state that came to the aid of the Spanish Republic 
by sending volunteers from the Soviet Army, supplying food and weapons. 


The organs of the Soviet military defense very soon had to make the same 
conclusion that Ludwig Renn made as chief of staff of the 11th International 
Brigade and described in detail in his book “The Spanish War” (17), namely that 
among the troops of the Spanish Trotskyist forces in the Republican Army, which 
in turn were in contact with foreign secret services, carried out a lively activity. The 
climax of their hostile activities, which played directly into Franco's hands, was the 
unleashing of an uprising in Barcelona in May 1937. 


In his book (p.269), Ludwig Renn gives the report of an intelligence officer in the 
Republican army: 
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“In Barcelona the Trotskyists and some of the anarchists staged a real uprising 
against the republican government. They failed. 

As soon as the investigation began, the most incredible things came to light. The 
POUM, (Partido Obrero de Unificacion Marxista = Workers' Party of the Marxist 
Unification, KG), i.e. the Trotskyists, had a division on the Aragon front. They 
didn't fight against the fascists there. We were lucky to arrest the leader of the 
POUM named Andres Nin. — As for your brigade's pest work, we don't have the 
evidence yet, but we suspect it's related to this uprising. You can't talk about 
these things openly because there are foreign powers involved who would like to 
hand Spain over to the fascists in order to do Hitler a favor - and of course out of 
hatred for the Soviet Union.. - | believe that Ramos , Nicot and others, some in 
fairly high military positions, are agents who were probably supposed to support 
the Barcelona uprising with sabotage on other fronts on Franco-English orders. “ 


Elsewhere (p.275) Ludwig Renn writes: “It was only gradually that details about 
the Barcelona uprising became known. Its leader was Andres Nin, who had 


previously served as Trotsky's private secretary. He was head of the POUM...This 
party was again composed of the pseudo-radical peasant party of a certain 
Maurin and the actual Trotskyists. They fought the Spanish Popular Front and 

the Soviet Union and insulted both as having deviated from the revolutionary 
path. Their main slogans were: 'Complete social revolution. Collectivization of 
agriculture.’ In doing so, they met with the radical wing of the anarchists, who 
only appeared to participate in the Popular Front. “ 


Fritz Carpet, himself a former officer in the Spanish Republican Army, wrote a 
detailed report on the shameful role of Maurin, mentioned by Ludwig Renn: “The 
Maurin case. (Look at a self-portrayal - POUM and FRANCO PARTY)”, which 
immediately provoked — how could it be otherwise — a violent Trotskyist 
counterattack. (18) 


The revisionist and Trotskyist authors who comment on the Spanish War never 
fail to accuse the Soviet defense of the worst methods and to accuse the Soviet 
Union of persecuting its own Spanish fighters with suspicion after their return to 
the Soviet Union instead of celebrating them. But the picture would only really be 
complete if they also reported who saw the Spanish fighters as potential allies 
against the Soviet Union and tried to exploit them in this sense. Or should the 
word: “A rogue who thinks evil” apply to the coincidence of the events mentioned 
below? 
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2. The striking interest of Gomulka, Imre Nagy and Tito in the Spanish fighters in the 
autumn of 1956 


On the 19th-21st The 8th Plenum of the Polish United Workers' Party took place in October 
1956. Viladislaw Gomulka, who was deposed as general secretary of the Polish Workers' 
Party in 1948 because of anti-Soviet tendencies and for favoring large farmers and 
sabotaging the formation of agricultural cooperatives, was elected general secretary of 

the PVAP at this plenum and announced an openly revisionist and anti-Soviet program in 


a long speech. 


Two days later, October 23, 1956: beginning of the counterrevolution in Hungary. 


October 24, 1956: Imre Nagy. Prime Minister once from 1953 to 1955, but deposed in 
1955 due to right-wing opportunist distortion of the policies of the Hungarian Working 
People's Party and stripped of all his functions, returned to the Prime Minister's chair on 
the back of the rising wave of counter-revolution. In the days that followed his reign, the 
White Terror unfolded and escalated into a murderous hunt for communists, which was 
initially stopped by the Soviet troops in the country. 


October 30: The Soviet troops are withdrawn to their quarters at Nagy's request. 


November 1, 1956: Imre Nagy declares Hungary's withdrawal from the Warsaw Treaty 
and calls on the Western powers for help “to maintain Hungary's neutrality.” The white 
terror flares up again and reaches a previously unknown level. The Moscow leadership, 
headed by Khrushchev, allowed the white gangs to rage for days, even though the Soviet 
troops were in Hungary. It was not until November 4th that Soviet troops received 
permission to put an end to the bloody communist hunt in Hungary. 


The Hungarian counter-revolution was enthusiastically welcomed in the Polish press, 
which was now directed by the Gomulka-PVAP. In a series of articles in the Wroclaw 
German-language “Arbeiterstimme” from the first days of December 1956, the Hungarian 
counter-revolution was celebrated as a “powerful, elementary popular uprising”. 

The “Hungarian Uprising” is a “fight for the same sovereignty as ours.” The author Roman 
Jurys' further statements sound as familiar as if they had been written in our day by André 
Brie: if one wanted to return to Marx, he wrote, then Socialism means nothing more than 
social control over the means of production. “So it is not the state planning commission 
that distinguishes our social order from the capitalist one, but rather the social control of 
the means of production...The objective ones 
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Rights demand that there be natural incentives for development in the market: above 
all, the incentive of value and the competition that comes with it.” 


Particularly revealing is the phrase: “Hungary is an international uprising against the 
Stalinist violations of the objective rights of development.” 


This is a clear indication that the new Polish leadership viewed the revisionist, 
essentially counter-revolutionary upheaval in Poland and Hungary as the starting point 
for similar developments “at the international level’, i.e. also in the other socialist 
countries, and was working towards their counter-revolution to export. There are many 
indications that these events were ultimately controlled remotely, and from where, 
only two of which will be cited here. 


First, a passage from a speech by US Secretary of State John Foster Dulles on June 
11, 1956, about which the “Archive of the Present” reports as follows: (19) 

“Dulles sees liberation of the satellite states as possible. Dulles predicts that forces of 
freedom now at work behind the Iron Curtain will prove irresistible and that they could 
change the international landscape by 1965. The anti-Stalin campaign and its 
liberalization program had triggered a chain reaction that could not be stopped in the 
long term.” Anyone who was able to prophesy so definitely had very intimate 
knowledge of the most internal processes in the opposing camp. His brother, US 
intelligence chief Allan Dulles, may have contributed significantly to their knowledge. 


A good month later, on July 18, 1956, Resolution 5608 was passed in the US National 
Security Council, which stated that “in the given world political situation, the possibilities 
of the USA to achieve the separation of the East-Central European states from the 
Soviet Union are too high "The government must therefore strive to support the 
takeover of power by the national communist political forces in these states as a first 
step on the way to true independence." (20) 


The control center of these “national communist forces” was in Belgrade. Tito 
Yugoslavia — a member of the Balkan Pact, which is part of the NATO pact system, 
since 1958ince 1955, thanks to Khrushchev's “reconciliation” with Tito, with which 
Khrushchev not only himself but also the Soviet Union 

Tito's allies were in a comfortable position thanks to this 


Khrushchev's complicity allowed him to learn first-hand the most important events in 
the camp of the Comecon and Warsaw Pact states and to his patrons 
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in Washington and head of the alliance to which he really belonged. 

Hence the prophetic gift of Secretary of State Dulles and the reorientation of US 
foreign policy towards the primacy of the “indirect strategy” even at this point, 
towards the “assumption of power by the national communist forces” in the 
socialist states as the “first step towards true independence”. 


It was therefore only logical that after the counter-revolution was suppressed, 
Imre Nagy fled to where he had his best friends and something more than that: 
he fled to the Yugoslav embassy in Budapest! And Tito's role as the fulfiller of 
Foster Dulles' prophecy and the implementer of Resolution 5608 of the US 
National Security Council is clearly demonstrated by the speech he gave on 
November 11, 1956 in Pula on the events in Hungary and on the tasks and goals, 
such as he saw her, held her. Regarding Hungary and the new leadership there 
with Janos Kadar at the helm, he said: “I can tell you that | know the men in the 
new government and that, in my opinion, they represent what is most decent in 
Hungary... them are really for a new development... 

But the Soviet intervention weakens this program. We have to help it (the 
government) because it is in a very difficult situation. “ 


His comments on Poland were particularly insightful: “Even if we are not yet fully 
satisfied with our inner development, that is who we are and that is how we will 
remain: and we will have an even greater impact on these prophets and... 
Counselors have not succeeded in their efforts to stop the process that began in 
Yugoslavia in 1948 and is now continuing in Poland... It is equally necessary that 
we work in close contact with the Polish government and party and help them as 
much as we can. Together with the Polish comrades we will have to fight against 
such tendencies that appear in the various other parties in the Eastern countries 
or in the West. 

This fight will be difficult and lengthy, because now it is really a question of 
whether the new spirit that began in Yugoslavia and for which the decisions of 
the XXth century will prevail in the communist parties. Congress of the CPSU 
quite a few elements were created. “ 


All of this makes it clear enough that the events in Poland and Hungary in October- 
November 1956 did not arise spontaneously and in isolation from one another, 

but were planned and triggered as a prelude to the “difficult and protracted 
struggle” to impose the “new spirit in the communist parties, which originated in 
Yugoslavia and for which the decisions of the XXth 

Congress of the CPSU created many elements” for the “takeover of power by the 
national communist political forces in these states as the first step towards true 
independence”. (What this “true independence” a la USA looks like, that 
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No country has experienced such cruelty as Yugoslavia since 1990. But that's a 
new topic again.) 


The Spanish fighters were also given a specific role in the planning for the “national 
communist forces to take power”. 

Precisely in the weeks when Gomulka came to power in Poland and Imre Nagy in 
Hungary, namely from October 19th to 27th, 1956, the Spanish fighters were 
invited to meetings in Poland and Hungary, and to Belgrade on October 30th. The 
organizers in Belgrade, Warsaw and Budapest apparently hoped that these 
meetings would ensure that many of the internationally highly respected Spanish 
fighters would be deeply impressed by the events they witnessed in Warsaw and 
Budapest, as well as by Tito's interpretation of them in Belgrade, and would 
therefore become helpers the spread of the “new spirit” in their parties and home 
countries. 


Where does this hope of the “national communist forces” in the Spanish fighters 
come from? This is precisely where the reluctance and a certain mistrust towards 
the Spanish fighters came from in the Soviet Union in 1939: from certain events 
and experiences with efforts to infiltrate the enemy by Trotskyists and imperialist 
secret services during the fight against Franco and the German and Italian 
interveners; from the knowledge that Trotskyist and imperialist agents had recruited 
cadres among the Spanish fighters, not entirely without success, for future work in 
their interests. Let us remember the reason for Dimitroff's warning: “I have 
instructed the American Central Committee not to recruit people for the British and 
American secret service 


to deal with the American Wolff Committee. The people are supposed to be used 
for decomposition work in the German hinterland. “ 


As already mentioned, the Wolff Committee, which sought to recruit the US 
Communist Party to help recruit people for British and American intelligence, was 
founded by the former commander of the Lincoln Battalion in Spain, Milton Wolff. 
(21) This does not necessarily mean that Wolff himself had evil intentions; For a 
loyal non-communist, anti-fascist US citizen, working in the US secret service for 
the purpose of fighting Nazi Germany did not have to be anything reprehensible. 
But it underlines once again that an ideal recruiting ground has opened up for the 
imperialist secret services in Spain. 


3. How and why Browder ignored Dimitroff's instructions 
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The situation became even more favorable for them after the Soviet Union, 
England, France and the USA became allies in the anti-Hitler coalition. The 
brotherhood of arms between the armies of imperialist states and the Red Army of 
the Soviet Union in the fight to the death with the fascist aggressors was capable 
of making the ranks of the communists and citizens of the Soviet Union forget that 
imperialism was nevertheless the class enemy, its target The extinction of the 
socialist Soviet Union remained unchanged, and that it was therefore important, 
despite and precisely because of the brotherhood in arms with the imperialist 
allies, not to weaken class vigilance, but to strengthen it in many ways: strict 
compliance with Dimitroff's instructions quoted at the beginning and heeding his 
warning against contacts with the imperialist secret services had now become 
absolutely vital for the communist parties. 


However, Dimitroff probably did not realize how justified and necessary this 
warning was to the US Communist Party and its General Secretary Earl Browder, 
who had already held this position since 1929, but had so much trust that the EKKI 
agreed with him his representative in America. 


In January 1940 he was arrested on the pretext of “passport offenses” and 
sentenced to four years in prison, but was released after two years, about which 
Dimitroff noted in his diary: “May 17, 1942: News from New York that Browder has 
been released from prison is. Statement from the 'White House’... 'in the interests 
of consolidating the unity of the national front’. ” (p. 517. Emphasis KG) At the 
time, Browder’s release from prison was seen as a success of the party’s broad 
campaign for Browder’s release. (22) However, Browder's later actions, which 
were entirely in line with the confidence expressed by the government, suggest 
that the authorities were prepared to release him because they had some reason 
to expect Browder to do something important after his release Contribute to 
“strengthening the unity of the national front”. One is even more urged to make 
this assumption when one remembers how insensitive the US judiciary is usually 
to mass protests, even worldwide ones; just think of the cases of Sacco and 
Vanzetti and Ethel and Julius Rosenberg, and in our day of Mumia Abu Jamal.. 


What was it with which Browder lived up to the official hopes placed in him? 

On the one hand, long before Tito, Khrushchev and Gorbachev, he introduced 
“ideas” into the communist movement that later formed part of the core content of 
the “reform communism” of Tito, Khrushchev and Gorbachev: 
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a) the renunciation of the Leninist concept of the party; 


b) the propagation of the merger of the communist party into a national anti-fascist 
front; 


c) the denial of the antagonistic opposition between imperialism and socialism and 
the orientation towards their lasting coexistence in trusting cooperation and mutual 
help. 


On the other hand, he used externally private charitable aid organizations that 
cooperated with state authorities, including the US secret services, such as the OSS 
(“Office of Strategic Services”) headed by Allan Dulles, to spread his revisionist 
concept among the pre-war Communist emigrants from European countries who fled 
fascism. In doing so, he consciously acted against the directive transmitted by the 
EKKI to the leadership of the US Communist Party and quoted above. 


What did all this actually look like? An objective presentation of the relevant facts can 
be found in the already mentioned book by the then chairman of the US Communist 
Party, WZ Foster. A tendentious portrayal that occasionally harmlessly distorts the 
truth, but nevertheless - contrary to the author's intention - more reveals than conceals 
the true role of Browder and that of the author's main hero, Noel Field, can be found 
in the book by Wolfgang KieBling mentioned above; The following statements are 
based on these two works. As a starting point for his revisionist advances, Browder 
chose the Declaration of the Tehran Conference - November 28th to December 1st, 
1943, in which Roosevelt, Stalin and Churchill declared that their countries would 


continye to work together after the war. 


Concerning Browder's interpretation of the Tehran Conference Declaration, US 
Communist Party Chairman Foster wrote in his book: “Earl Browder, the general 
secretary of the Communist Party, jumped to the conclusion that the post-war entity 
that the 'Big Three’ in Tehran was had actually been agreed upon and therefore peace 
and cooperation after the war were guaranteed. He believed that the ruling circles of 
American monopoly capital were interested in peaceful coexistence and friendly 
competition with the USSR... Browder... undertook to clarify the essential content of 
this imaginary Tehran Agreement. He did this in January 1944 at a meeting of the 
National Committee of the Communist Party in New York. He later developed his 
thesis in detail in his book: Tehran: Our Path in Peace and War... ‘Capitalism and 
socialism,' said Browder, 'have begun to open the way to peaceful coexistence and...' 
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Finding collaboration in the same world.'.... Browder... claimed, 'It is the stupidest 
mistake to assume that American interests, even those of American monopoly capital, 
are in no way compatible with the inevitable popular revolution in Europe.' He made 
things just as easy for himself when it came to the question of the colonial revolution. 
Profit interests, he argued, obviously compelled American capitalism to create large 
markets in colonial and semi-colonial countries. As a result, an agreement between 
the United States and Great Britain to liberate, industrialize, and democratize these 
territories would be extremely practical (indeed, inevitable). ... Browder declared that 
the 'sensible' capitalists would bring about national unity on the basis of all his projects 
- toleration of revolutions in Europe and the colonies, doubling of wages, abolition of 
anti-Semitism and the persecution of Negroes - in accordance with their 'true class 
interests’. In his enthusiasm for national unity based on class cooperation, he declared 
in a speech in Bridgeport, Connecticut on December 12, 1943: "If JP Morgan supports 
this coalition (in the spirit of Tehran) and makes appropriate concessions, | am as 
Communist ready to shake his hand and work with him to make it happen... 


Browder's national unity also assumed that workers would fully accept the two-party 
electoral system. He said: 'The working class very broadly shares the national view 
that this ‘two-party system’ provides adequate means of substantially protecting 
democratic rights.’ 


Since Browder accepted capitalism, class cooperation and the two-party system and 
abandoned the national liberation struggle of the Negro people, it was only logical that 
he considered the Communist Party unnecessary. So he requested its dissolution and 
the founding of a communist training organization. This organization should not put 
forward its own candidates in elections and should have a ‘non-partisan character’. It 
should continue to work among the masses in the spirit of 'Marxism'. There was no 
longer any talk of Leninism, the Marxism of our time.” 


So much for the characterization of Browder's theories and practice by WZ 
Foster. 


And so we are informed by KieBling about the same subject: “Browder found the 
(Tehran) declaration to be momentary and purposeful and naive. He who knew 
intimately not only his country and the imperial aspirations of the USA, but also the 
economy, the state and the party of the Soviet Union 
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and Stalin's striving to expand the Soviet Union purely in terms of power politics 
through the annexation of foreign territories, as in the case of Poland, Finland, the 
Baltics and the Balkans, and to present these as socialist victories, as a people's 
revolution, thought about what had actually been done would have to be made in 
order to make the Tehran Declaration viable not only from the perspective of one of 
the two sides. ” (p. 100). 


With this passage, KieBling made clear not only his own revisionist anti-Sovietism, 
but also that of his hero Browder. But let’s read on: “Browder...was responsible for 
the communist party in the economically and militarily strongest capitalist country in 
the coming post-Hitler world. And he was ready to face this responsibility now and 
not wait for guidelines from Moscow, which, as his experience with the Comintern 
had shown, were always given in the interests of the Soviet state and not from the 
national perspective of the US communists. Browder was no longer deceived by the 
fact that Russian nationalism was declared to be proletarian internationalism. “ 


Wolfgang KieBling, when he was still an employee at the Institute for Marxism- 
Leninism of the Central Committee of the SED, had discovered in the New Germany 
of January 6th what was really behind the appeal to “national aspects” among revisionists. 
In September 1968, in an article entitled “Nationalism as an ‘explosive’, it was very 
apt to say against the “Prague reformers”: “The revisionists and counter-revolutionaries 
of our day want to erase from the people's memory the fact that state independence 
was achieved thanks to the Soviet Union of Czechoslovakia and other countries... 
When the poison of nationalism penetrates the consciousness of leading officials of 

a socialist state, when petty-bourgeois-national narrow-mindedness gains influence 

on state policy, then opportunities are offered to external imperialism and internal 
counter-revolution. It is no coincidence that Lenin felt the need for this 


irreconcilable struggle against the contamination of the proletariat with bourgeois 
nationalism, even in its most refined form. “ 


In the meantime, KieBling had changed fronts and had become an admirer of 
Browder and could therefore fully understand his articulation problems: “The greatest 
difficulty,” he wrote in his book, “was for him to make the delicate problems public 
and to present them in such a way that “It could not be misunderstood either in the 
USA or in the Soviet Union” (p. 100). This is the difficulty that all “reform communists”, 
from Tito to Khrushchev and Gorbachev, face to this day, as well as the “reform 
socialists”, namely their transition from the fight for socialism 
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against capitalism to betray socialism and to defend capitalism “in such a way” 
that ordinary members and sympathizers cannot recognize it as betrayal anda 
change of front. 


Browder managed this brilliantly at times. As we learned from Foster, on January 
7, 1944, Browder gave a speech to around 500 party officials in which he 
developed his theses about the meaning of the Tehran Declaration. (23) 

Three days later, on January 10, 1944, Browder gave a speech at a large New 
York rally in which he went much further - which KieBling praised as great 
progress: "His conclusion was sensational for the KPUSA, for its organizational 
structure and its political mission...Browder suggested that the communist 
organization stop calling itself a party and instead adopt a name that will better 
identify its role as part of a larger unit of the nation, a name such as the Communist 
Political Association Political association)”. (p. 101). 


But other components of his ideas could also be called "sensational" - as ideas of 
a communist leader in the USA - namely his concern for the sale of surplus goods 
and surplus capital of the "American business world", which he expressed in the 
following words: “When the war is over, Europe and Asia will be more hungry than 
ever for American goods and American capital...The export and capital investment 
prospects for American business are in direct proportion to the fulfillment of 
Tehran's program.” KieBling's comment on these Browder ideas: “Without being 
asked about it by the Soviet side, the American internationalist (?!) Earl Browder 
indirectly recommended to her before the end of the war that she ... take out 
American loans to rebuild her destroyed country. ” (p. 102 f.). KieBling reports on 
the reception of Browder's anticipated Perestroika ideas: “On the XII. At the 
CPUSA party conference in May 1944, Browder's suggestions were accepted and 
the work continued under the new name and with a changed organizational 
structure. The Communist Association in the USA had broken away from the 
principles of a Stalin-style Marxist-Leninist party. The 'democratic centralism' with 
its dictatorial powers of leadership at all levels and the CPSU-oriented orientation 
of unity and purity of the party ideology were abolished... In his speech on January 
10, Browder said: 'Capitalism and socialism have begun to find the way to peaceful 
coexistence and cooperation in the same world, without fear of each other. When 
one remembers that it was this constant fear of one another that created hostility 
from the moment the Soviet Union was established, the new era of understanding 
that comes with looms large 
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Tehran was opened, all others in history.... Because what would be the alternative 
to Tehran? It would be a dark, uncertain future that would inevitably lead to civil 
war and international wars. (p. 101.) 


Anyone who still remembers Khrushchev's and Gorbachev's speeches will 
immediately recognize that Browder had already skilfully used the main motif, 
used demagogically, to win the sympathy and trust of the masses, which these 
two also knew how to play so virtuoso that they were used by the people Crowds 
were initially enthusiastically celebrated as bringers of peace - the motif: “Never 
again war!” Peace forever!” With this, Browder initially had a resounding success. 
In vain, on January 20, 1944, in a letter to the party's National Committee, Foster 
sharply criticized Browder's opportunist views on foreign and domestic policy and 
characterized their core content as follows: "In this presentation, American 
imperialism practically disappears, and little of the class struggle remains one 
more trace and socialism plays practically no role at all. (24) 


Since 1956, when Foster's book was published in the GDR, anyone interested in 
our country, and a historian from the SED's leading scientific institute, like 
KieBling, who dealt with the history of the Communist Party of the USA, was able 
to know that the Chairman of the US Communist Party, Foster, took a firm and 
sharp stand against General Secretary Browder's statements immediately after 
Browder's speeches in January 1944. But KieBling seems to have completely 
missed this in his studies; because: not only does he not report anything about it, 
no, he writes expressly: “Like the overwhelming majority of American communists, 
including their national chairman William Foster, who later recanted under 
pressure from outside, Field agreed with them..(p.103 ) ... But Browder's luck 
didn't last long. The counterattack did not come from Moscow and not from New 
York. He came from Paris in April 1945 with an article 'On the dissolution of the 
Communist Party of the USA' by Jaques Duclos in the 'Cahiers du Communisme’. 


Like a veteran professional in the field of anti-communism, KieBling adds: “The 
CPSU was careful not to enter the scene itself.” ... William Foster thanked Duclos 
for his help in freeing himself from ‘political poison’ and now himself spoke of 
Browder's ‘destructive revisionism’. (P.106. Emphasis mine, KG) This is an 
incredible, knowing distortion of the truth, i.e. a conscious lie. Because KieBling 
would have been able to see from Foster's book - if he had read it as befits a 
party scholar who deals with the history of the sister party of the USA - that 
Jacques Duclos was expressly referring to Browder in his article the quoted letter 
from Foster to the 
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National Committee appointed. And if he didn't learn this fact from Foster's book, 


then he certainly did from the article by Duclos himself, which he read and quoted 
as saying: "Duclos called Browder's political course at the time... a dangerous 
deviation from that victorious Marxist-Leninist doctrine” (p.106). So this is how 
KieBling, the “fighter against the falsification of the truth’, deals with historical 
truth himself! 


In Foster we read how it really happened: “From the beginning, the party 
membership had agreed to Browder's revisionist Tehran policy without any real 
conviction. It didn't take long for this uncertainty to escalate into doubt and 
opposition. This change in mood was due primarily to the fact that the course of 
events in America and in the world very quickly made it clear how wrong Browder's 
entire line was. ... The threatening domestic and foreign policy situation gave 
rise to growing doubts in the Communist Political Association about its political 
line. They were reflected in the Political Committee. Eugene Dennis pointed out 
that after the war in the United States there would be no class peace, but rather 
fierce fighting. 

... Foster supported all these doubts about the correctness of the party line and 
used every opportunity to criticize Browder's policies and expose their errors. 


Therefore, Browder took all necessary measures to exclude Foster in the near 
future. 


... While the international situation was rapidly changing, Jaques Duclos, the 
secretary of the French Communist Party, published an article in the French 
magazine Cahiers du Communisme in April 1945 in which he vehemently 
criticized Browder's policies. Duclos was primarily prompted to write this article 
by the fact that an article had recently appeared in the communist magazine 
‘France Nouvelle’ that extolled Browder's politics. In addition, the dissolution of 
the Communist Party of the United States on Browder's initiative encouraged 
liquidationist tendencies in the French Communist Party. 


In his article, Duclos gave a detailed presentation of Browder's policy and 
contrasted it with extensive quotes from Foster's letter to the National Committee. 
From this Duclos drew his own conclusions and declared: 'We find here in 
Browder and his followers an obvious revision of Marxism, a revisionism that is 
expressed in the idea that class peace is secured for a long time in the United 
States, that in the After the war the class struggle could be prevented and 
harmony between capital and labor could be established.’ He condemned 
Browder for his misrepresentation of the Tehran diplomatic statement as ‘a 
political program of the 
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Class Peace’ and condemned the dissolution of the Communist Party. ‘Nothing,’ 
he declared, ‘justifies the dissolution of the Communist Party of America.' On the 
contrary, the situation ‘presupposes the existence of a strong Communist Party.’ 


The Duclos article had an electrifying effect on the Communist Political Association. 
He quickly brought to maturity the already developing opposition to Browder's 
policies. Within a few weeks, the entire party, from the local groups to the political 
committee, turned almost unanimously against Tehran opportunism. ... Thus ... 
Duclos, through his famous article, greatly facilitated the defeat of Browder's 
opportunism, and for this the Communist Party of the United States is deeply 
indebted to Jacques Duclos and the French Communist Party. 


On May 20, 1945, the Communist Political Association received a copy of Duclos' 
article. A discussion about the article was immediately opened in the Political 
Committee. The club's entire policy was soon subjected to careful scrutiny, with 
the result that Browder's course was rejected by a two-thirds majority in the 
committee. Soon there was complete unanimity in the committee against Browder. 
Imbued with his own infallibility and without any trace of self-criticism, Browder 
stuck to his position, even though he was obviously shipwrecked. Consequently, 

a few days later he was removed from his post as Secretary General and his place 
was replaced by a three-member Secretariat, to which William Z. Foster, Eugene 
Dennis and John Williamson were elected. 


The National Committee met from June 18th to 20th. It expressed the virtually 
unanimous sentiment of the membership by unanimously condemning Browder's 
course, approving of the Duclos article, uniting behind Foster's earlier letter to the 
National Committee, and adopting a draft new political resolution. It also confirmed 


the final removal of Browder as general secretary and convened an extraordinary 
party conference in New York City from July 26th to 28th. 


The Extraordinary (XIII) Party Congress unanimously approved the measures 
taken by the Political Committee and the National Committee. The party conference 
expressed the harshest self-criticism regarding the serious mistake the party had 
made by falling victim to Browder's revisionism. In this context, the Congress 
declared: 'The source of our previous revisionist errors is to be found in the 
constant pressure of bourgeois ideology and bourgeois influence on the working 
class.' The party congress set out to thoroughly cleanse the party of Browder's 
revisionism and to... 
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to give a firm Marxist-Leninist basis again. The association was dissolved and the 
Communist Party was reconstituted.” (pp.616-620). 


William Z. Foster was re-elected as party chairman. | have reproduced Foster's 
description in such detail for a twofold reason: on the one hand, as evidence of my 
observation of KieBling's deliberate distortion of the truth, but on the other hand, 
because it tells us at a time when the communist movement is facing the difficult 

and protracted The task is to free oneself from all remnants of the revisionism 
implanted under Khrushchev and Gorbachev, which shows a particularly encouraging 
example of the successful fight against revisionism. 


But let us note: KieBling himself says openly and finds words of the highest 
recognition for the fact that in his speeches and writings Browder consciously and 
intentionally developed counterconceptions against the Marxist-Leninist party 
conception and against the Marxist elementary knowledge of the antagonistic 
opposition between capitalism and socialism and the policy of the US Communist 
Party. As you can see, “Browderism” represents the American original form of 
“modern revisionism’. 


But how and by whom was it smuggled across the pond into the European 
communist parties? 


Il. Noel Field and communist emigration in France and Switzerland 


To answer the question posed above, | will rely primarily on the book by Wolfgang 
KieBling. However, this makes it necessary to first say something about its author 
and why he wrote this book. 

This book is a defense of Noel Field and all those who have been accused, 
convicted or subjected to investigations for contacts with him and his brother 
Hermann Field in the socialist countries, and it is at the same time an indictment of 
their accusers in the cases against them. 


1. The trials against Raik and Slansky for the role of Noel and Hermann Fields 


These proceedings were firstly the Rajk trial in Hungary in September 1949, 
secondly the Kostoff trial in Bulgaria in November/December 1949, thirdly the 
Slansky trial in Czechoslovakia in November 1952, and those following these trials 
in The SED's Central Party Control Commission (ZPKK) carried out investigations 
in the GDR against comrades who had had contact with Noel or Hermann Field 
while emigrating. So first, something about these processes. 
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In the Raik trial, the defendant Dr. Tibor Sz6nyi said: “I made contact with the 
American secret service in Switzerland in the fall of 1944. During the war | stayed 
in Switzerland as a political emigrant from the end of 1938. During the war, there 
were a large number of political emigrants in Switzerland from Central and 
Eastern European countries, almost from every country, including left-leaning 
communist groups. Among the left-wing political émigrés, the secret intelligence 
organs of England and especially the United States were very active in the first 
year of the war. During the war, Switzerland was the European headquarters of 
the American military strategic intelligence service, the so-called Office of Strategy 
Services (OSS), whose head as European representative was Allan Duttes. 


Allan Dulles was officially assigned to the American legation in Bern. 

In fact, he was the European head of the OSS. Towards the end of the war, last 
year, when it became clear in the summer that part of the Eastern and Central 
European countries would be liberated from Soviet troops, the American 
intelligence service, headed by Allan Dulles, placed the task at the center of its 
activities: He integrated spies from the political emigrants there, especially from 
left-leaning communist groups, with the aim of employing them in the minion work 
against the communist parties in those areas that were liberated by the Soviet 
troops. In the course of this activity | also came into contact with the American 
spy organization. The main assistant and direct collaborator of Allan Dulles in this 
work, namely in recruiting spies among the political emigrants, was: Noel H. Field, 
who was Officially the head of an American aid organization in Switzerland, the 
Unitarian Aid Organization, Unitarian Service Committee, but in fact more directly 
Dulles was an employee of the espionage organization. His task was that, as 
head of the aid organization, he provided economic support and help to the 
political emigrants and thereby developed a connection and friendship with the 
latter, as well as developing an integration activity for the American espionage 
organization. “ (25) In the Slansky trial, the accused Ludvik Frejka testified: “My 
guilt still lies in the fact that | established connections with the important American 
spy Hermann Field during the Second World War. At this time, Field was one of 
the leading people of the so-called Trust Fund in London, which the Anglo- 
American imperialists had founded under the pretext of supporting emigrants. In 
reality, this trust fund was an important center for Anglo-American espionage 
organizations (26) 
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2. The SED's statements on Noel and Hermann Field 


After the first two trials, the SED Central Committee and its Central Party Control 
Commission published a “Declaration on the connections of former German 
political emigrants to the head of the Unitarian Service Committee” on August 24, 
1950. Noel H.Field.” (27) This twenty-page document provides a very detailed 
presentation of the results of previous investigations into the connections of the 
German communist emigrants to Noel Field. The statement said, among other 
things: “The trials of Rajk and Kostoff...in Hungary and Bulgaria provided a wealth 
of evidence that the British and American secret services had already sent a 
number of agents into the illegal labor movement during the Second World War. 
Anticipating the inevitable defeat of Hitler's Germany on the German-Soviet front 
and under the impression of the ever-growing influence of the Soviet Union, their 
efforts were directed primarily at dismantling the communist parties. (p.71) 
Elsewhere it is said: “It was not unknown in our party that a whole series of 
German comrades who lived in emigration in Switzerland or France maintained 
relationships with the same Noel H. Field. It was therefore necessary to examine 
the character of these B-relationships.” (p.72) 


The history of Noel Field's relationships with German anti-fascists is presented in 
great detail below. In the introduction it says: “Noel H. Field, named in the Rajk 
trial, first appeared towards the end of the Spanish Civil War. As an official in the 
US State Department, he was a member of the International Military Commission 
of the League of Nations, which at the end of 1938 in Bisaura del Ter registered 
those members of the International Brigades who were unable to return to their 
home countries ruled by fascism (see also KieBling, p. 29ff.) Officially, the 
registration was justified by the evacuation of these interbrigadists to democratic 
countries, although the League of Nations, true to its policy of non-intervention in 
support of Franco, never thought of implementing this promise. 


In fact, the registration was only carried out to provide the imperialist spy 
organizations with a complete list of the names of these interbrigadists. After the 
fighting in Spain ended, this commission partially continued its activities in the 
French camps of Argeles sur Mer and St. Cyprien. At that time it was based in 
Perpignan, the registration forms bear the original signature Noel H. Field. At the 
same time, his brother Hermann Field was active in the evacuation of German 
and Czechoslovak emigrants from the CSR to England. (KieBling, p. 33 ff.). In this 
way 
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The American OSS and the British Intelligence Service obtained extensive personnel 
documents on anti-fascist emigration and thereby acquired the conditions necessary for 
their activities. 


In the fall of 1939, Hermann Field put his brother Noel in touch with Swiss Communist 


Party member Sally Liebermann in Zurich. 

(KieBling, p.34/35). German communist emigrants frequented Liebermann's house. 
Here Noel H. Field made his first breakthrough into German political emigration by 
establishing strong and lasting contact with Bruno Goldhammer. 


His penetration into the most diverse political emigrant groups always took place in the 
same way. Wherever he appeared, he knew how to put on the mantle of a friend of the 
persecuted anti-fascists. A few frugal comments about his alleged great help to the 
Interbrigadists immediately won him friends.” (p.72 f) 


“At the same time, Field established connections with the then chairman of the Swiss 
Communist Party, Hofmaier, who was later excluded as a Trotskyist. 

(KieBling, p.39, 43). As a neutral country, Switzerland formed an excellent starting point 
for the numerous espionage organs of the imperialist countries disguised as welfare 
and aid organizations. From 1940 onwards, Field appeared as head of the American 
Unitarian Service Committee for Switzerland and France. 

(KieBling, p.38). From February 1941 until the occupation of southern France in 
November 1942, he maintained an office for this organization in Marseille, 15, Rue 
Fortune. At that time, its headquarters were already in Geneva, in the office of the 
International Emigration Service headed by Mrs. Berta Hohermut... After the occupation 
of southern France, it officially moved its headquarters to this location. ” (p. 74). (KieBling, p.87). 


“Noel H. Field... brought Bruno Goldhammer under the name Dr. 

Hoffmann at the Charite in Zurich, Dr. Tibor Szonyi together. (KieBling, p.91). ... Tibor 
Sz6nyi, on Field’s behalf, soread Browder’s theory about the group of Austrian 
emigrants.” (p.82). (KieBling, p.107.) 

“Towards the end of 1944, the collaboration with Noel H. Field and the German 
emigration already had an anti-Soviet character. On April 19, 1944, Field's 
aforementioned ally, Ms. Berta Hohermuth, gave a presentation on “Swiss post-war aid 
for war-damaged countries” at the Swiss State Conference for Social Work. (KieBling, 
p. 113 ff.). When describing the plight of the people displaced by war events, she 
accused the 

Soviet Union of the same crimes that German fascism had committed. The department 
served to promote people to take part in courses to train social welfare workers. One 
such course was taught by Field in late 1944 
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organized and began in February 1945. Although the anti-Soviet program of 
“Swiss post-war aid for war-damaged countries” was known, Bruno Goldhammer 
and his wife as well as Hans Teubner took part in this course. ” (p. 84). 


After the Slansky trial, the SED Central Committee passed a second resolution on 
December 20, 1952: “Lessons from the trial against the Slansky conspiracy 
center,” and at the 13th meeting of the SED Central Committee, which took place 
on May 13 and 14, 1953 took place, Hermann Matern gave a presentation “On the 
implementation of the SED Central Committee's resolution 'Lessons from the trial 
against the Slansky conspiracy center”, for which a resolution was also passed 
on May 14th. This resolution states: “In German emigration, many comrades came 
into contact with espionage institutions disguised as support organizations. Of 
course, that doesn't mean that these party members have become enemies 
because of this alone. However, where signs of hostile work appear in the activities 
of party members after 1945, all points of contact from the past must be examined 
particularly carefully.” (Matern, p.42). 


The resolution of December 20, 1952 describes Field's attempts to continue the 
old connections after the victory over fascism in the then Soviet occupation zone 
and to gain a foothold there himself. It says, among other things: “He tried several 
times to obtain lists of victims of fascism and therefore turned to the Central 
Secretariat of the SED. However, since he was rejected here, he made fake 
telephone calls to establish a connection with the Berlin Main Committee of Victims 
of Fascism, where, after several meetings, he actually managed to obtain a list of 
25 names. His personal and written contacts in Berlin and other places in Germany 
lasted until the spring of 1949. He tried several times to accommodate Erika 
Glaser at Leipzig University. In 1948 he had a lengthy meeting with Leo Bauer, 
who subsequently made a strong commitment to helping Field, Erika Glaser and 
her husband Bob Wallach, also an OSS officer, find employment in what was then 
the Soviet occupation zone of Germany. Paul Merker also tried in a similar way 
and in 1948 suggested Noel H. Field as a lecturer in foreign policy issues at the 
University of Leipzig." (p.86) 


“The investigation revealed that a number of former emigrants did not help the 
party to clarify the connections properly. ...After the Rajk trial, they did not give the 
party any information about their relations with Noel H. 

Field, but had to be asked to do so first.” (p. 87) 


There are some impressive confirmations from KieBling's book: p.27/28: “The 
memories (Paul Merker) in the party archives are about Noel Fields 
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without value. To be clear, in the years 1965 to 1968, when Merker was writing his 
memoirs for the party archive, he told me what he had left out there. KieBling's 
apologetic explanation for this: Merker could only "counter the lies of the interrogators, 
whose mission was to hand him over to the executioner, with his own lie." 


At that time, however, the aim was to create clarity about the extent to which the 
imperialist secret services had succeeded in penetrating the communist parties and 
creating bases there. Anyone who had not agreed to become such a base could have 
no other interest as a communist than that of his interrogators, namely to uncover all 
possible points of intrusion by the imperialist enemy! But continue with KieBling. About 
the behavior of a comrade - Hans Teubner, who had worked closely with Paul Merker 
and Noel Field in Switzerland, who, according to KieBling's testimony (p. 232), admired 
Browder and not only fully agreed with his already quoted revisionist, anti-Soviet 
views, but also for their dissemination KieBling wrote: 


“It is striking that after returning from exile, Teubner tried to conceal his more than 
one and a half year stay in Brissago in his personal papers and also in his book in 
1975 and gave the impression that he had gone from Gordola to Brassecourt with the 
others. He even put the Central Party Control Commission (ZPKk) on this track on 
October 4, 1949. ... 

This misstatement can also be found in international literature. Teubner, who from 

He said that he never had any secrets from the party and that he saw honesty towards 
it as a comrade's basic law, declared to the ZPKK on June 8, 1950: 'We have rejected 
Browder outright. There wasn't a long discussion between us' (p.232)... There had 
been a useful interaction between Teubner and Field. ... Your correspondence from 
1943/44 has been lost. (Lost??): When Teubner got into trouble in 1949, he destroyed 
Field's letters. 

In his Switzerland book from 1975, the two names are unrelated. 

The American is only named as a postman between Bertz and Merker and in his 
charitable role. (p.234). And finally this: “When asked when he - (Teubner) - first met 
Field, he answered from the start and stuck to it: 'In the Social Women's School in 
Zurich, ... that is, at the earliest in January 1945, when Field arranged it Partial 
cooperation between German communists and representatives of the US mission in 
Bern had already begun - also with the intelligence service headed by Allan Dulles, 
the Office of Strategy Service (OSS), which, with the participation of Erica Glaser, 
armed around 50 German comrades until April 1945 and equipped with radios, 
smuggled from France via Switzerland or directly from Switzerland to Germany. 
Teubner succeeded 
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ZPKK to hide the fact that it was he who had agreed on the basic line of this 
cooperation with Field at Lake Maggiore” (p.237). 


The comrades in the party leadership therefore had every reason to conclude 
that those comrades who withheld the truth felt more indebted to Noel Field, the 
associate of Allan Dulles, than to the party whose leadership they were part of, 
and that they were therefore in leadership positions in the party were no longer 
sustainable. In the “Conclusions” section of the decision it was also stated: “Spy 
organizations always act according to the principle of not letting go of people 
once they have fallen into their networks. Therefore, the relationships maintained 
after 1945 in particular cannot be trivialized. The people most closely associated 
with Field, Paul Merker, Leo Bauer,... provided extensive assistance to the class 
enemy and are expelled from the party." Other comrades "whose relationships 
with Field were also very close, but whose activity was only indirect Support for 
the class enemy will be stripped of all their functions.” (p.88). 


In the Slansky trial, new names of German emigrants who had been in contact 
with Field during their emigration were also brought up. A statement on this was 
made in a resolution of the SED Central Committee dated December 20, 1952 

on “Lessons from the Trial of the Slansky Conspiracy Center.” This entire complex 
was also a main item on the agenda of the 13th Central Committee meeting of 
the SED (May 13-14, 1953). Hermann Matern gave the presentation. He repeated 
once again what had already been gained from the trials in the decision of 1950 - 
but which cannot be brought back to consciousness often enough today because 
it has apparently fallen into deep oblivion or even disbelief among all too many 
people Stalinist invention is dismissed: “The trials... teach us that the enemy 
agencies work in the long run to gain positions in the communist and workers 
parties. Long before the end of the world war, it was clear to them that the peoples 
liberated by the Soviet army would take an anti-imperialist path and that the 
communist and workers' parties would be the leading forces. 


That is why Anglo-American imperialism and its spy services began early on to 
process suitable elements and recruit them as agents in order to launch them into 
leading positions in the communist and workers' parties in the countries of the 
people's democracy. The trials have shown us how the enemy agencies 
temporarily succeeded in doing this, but also how the enemies were discovered 
and their intentions were destroyed. In the trial against Rajk and his associates, 
the role of the American spy Noel H. Field was revealed." (p. 10) "How cleverly 
the enemy tries to integrate his agents into the ranks of the communist and 
workers' parties is shown in particular 
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Method with the American agent Field. In Spain he acts as a helper for the 
Interbrigades. In France and Switzerland he apparently helps the emigrants. It is 
carefully announced that he is a communist, but is not allowed to appear in public. He 
appears everywhere as a friend and helper. In order to integrate him into the German 
Democratic Republic, he is fired from his American office for supporting the 
communists. To give him a foundation in CSR, the Un-American Committee publicly 
accused him of being a communist agent. At the same time, however, he receives his 
specific agent assignments from Allan Dulles, the head of American espionage.” 


(p.27). 
3. The transformation of Dulles' confidant Field into a victim of Stalin 


The three trials also exposed Tito's role as an accomplice in imperialist efforts to 
undermine the socialist states. This amounted to a vaccination of the communist 
movement against the revisionism virus. However, the effect of this vaccination was 
nullified in 1955 by the aforementioned reconciliation between Khrushchev and Tito. 
In the wake of this total rehabilitation of Tito and that with the XX. The “de-Stalinization 
and liberalization” initiated at the CPSU party congress, as John Foster Dulles had 
stated with such satisfaction and confidence in the future, released the forces that he 
quite rightly expected would destroy the socialist order if they were not stopped. This 
“de-Stalinization” and “liberalization” also included the rehabilitation of the brothers 
Noel and Hermann Field and all those convicted in the trials mentioned because of 
their connection and collaboration with these two. 


Yielding to the pressure exerted by the Khrushchev leadership in this direction, all 
those convicted in the GDR between 1949 and 1955 because of their connections to 
Field or who were removed from their positions were rehabilitated across the board. 
However, anyone in the GDR who was experienced enough could recognize that 
these rehabilitations were not the result of knowledge gained through new research, 
but of the “wishes” from Moscow, because those rehabilitated in this way were not 
reinstated in their old functions. 

For quite a few others, however, the rehabilitated people appeared to be communists 
who had suffered terrible injustice, which even drove some to suicide; an injustice 
that would only have been insufficiently remedied by rehabilitation, precisely because 
those affected were obviously not allowed to return to their previous functions. That's 
probably how Wolfgang KieBling saw it too. (28) 


234 


Machine Translated by Google 


Kurt Gossweiler: How could this happen? part 1 


Ill. Wolfgang KieBling and the historical truth in the case of Merker, Browder 
and Field 


When he read the above-mentioned statement of the SED Central Committee from 
August 1950 in the press, KieBling was a young teacher of 21 years at the school 
in an Erzgebirge village. (p.9) At that time he certainly had no doubt that the 
accusations against Field and the German communists, primarily Paul Merker, 
who had worked with Field in emigration, were true. But when he learned in 1956, 
at the age of 27, that the accusations at that time had been withdrawn and the 
accused had been rehabilitated or released from prison because the accusations 
against them had proven to be unfounded, the foundation was probably already 
laid for this He later saw his task in appearing as a lawyer for the unjustly 
persecuted Field, Merker and others, with many publications. But the decisive 
impetus for this, as he himself reports in his book, was that he met Paul Merker 
personally in 1965. At that time he - KieBling - worked as an editor in the editorial 
team of the magazine “Contributions to the History of the Workers' Movement” 
(BzG), which was part of the Institute for Marxism-Leninism (IML) of the SED 
Central Committee. 


Paul Merker - expelled from the SED in the summer of 1950, in custody from 
November 1952 to March 1955, sentenced to eight years in prison on March 30, 
1955 - was released from prison in January 1956. (p.277 f, 337) 


KieBling, who was working on his dissertation on the topic of the “Free Germany” 
movement in Mexico, interviewed the emigrants who were still available there at 
the time as contemporary witnesses, including Paul Merker. (p. 9 f.) KieBling was 
deeply impressed by Merker's personality and by his reports about his diverse 
activities as a leading cadre of the KPD and the Comintern, and perhaps even 
more deeply affected by the injustice committed against Merker, Field and so many 
other innocent people - Paul According to Merker's reports - had been committed; 
Reports whose veracity he did not doubt - how could he, since Khrushchev, the 
first man of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union, had "revealed" that such 
injustice was the normal practice of the "Stalinist system" and yet had the SED 
-Leadership itself explains in Merker's case that "the accusations against him are 
mainly of a political nature" "which do not justify criminal prosecution." (p.337) It is 
therefore not only understandable, but also speaks in favor of KieBling, that he 
saw his future task as providing evidence for his publications as a historian 
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the defamatory nature of the accusations and accusations against those wrongly 
accused. 


The core content of most of KieBling's post-reunification publications can be 
summarized in the words of his friend Holger Becker in the “junge Welt” in his 
obituary article for Wolfgang KieBling, who died on March 1, 1999: “He worked in 
a number of publications “It turns out that these were persecutions that were 
controlled by the Soviet secret service with the aim of disciplining the national 
communist and socialist parties to follow Moscow’s course without contradiction.” 
(29) 


1. Paul Merker finds a disciple in Wolfgang KieBling 


However, there is a fatal catch: this after the XX. The view of things that became 
official at the party conference and was adopted by KieBling under the dominant 
influence of Merker has nothing to do with the historical truth, but rather turns it 
on its head. The bad thing about KieBling is that he stuck with this interpretation 
of things that distorts the truth even after the facts that contradict and refute it 
became known to him - as can be seen from his book. The pages of his book are 
full of examples of the blatant contradiction between the facts cited and his 
interpretations that directly contradict them or their simple negation. This is shown 
here as one case of many using a single example: 


“| (KieBling) asked Merker what the ZK and ZPKK's accusation, read in the 'ND' 
on September 1, 1950, was based on: that he had no understanding of the 
conclusion of the German-Soviet pact in 1939? shown...Merker replied: ‘The fact 
that | had no understanding of the pact is based on a statement Anton Ackermann 
made in May 1940 to Pieck and Ulbricht, and possibly also to special Soviet 
offices...’ Merker went on to tell me about his alleged Lack of understanding of 
the 1939 pact: 'At the end of August 1950 ... Herta Geffke immediately demanded 
a written statement from me on the statement from a comrade that she had 
received... that | had opposed the pact in a secretariat meeting in Paris. | gave it 
to her in black and white: >I have never had a wrong opinion about the non- 
aggression treaty between Germany and the Soviet Union. There was no meeting 
in Paris in which | made the statements that were made against me." (p. 15 f.) 


So: KieBling wants to show us with his formulation of the “alleged lack of 
understanding” and Merker's subsequently quoted statement that Merker was 
wrongly accused here too. But on page 57 he tells us again what Merker told him 
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had told his memory about his assessment of the non-aggression treaty as head 
of the KPD's foreign leadership in France: "The new phase of the war required us 
to clarify political questions that we could not ask Wilhelm Pieck because all 
contacts with Moscow had long since been broken off, and which we didn't want 
to ask him so that he wouldn't get into trouble himself. The conclusion of the pact 
between Nazi Germany and the Soviet Union was disastrous for all communist 
parties. The communists could no longer work under their national conditions. 
They were subject, and unprepared at that, to the highly dubious Soviet foreign 
policy. We at the KPD's foreign secretariat felt this particularly strongly. The 


increasing anti-communism in France was to a certain extent due to Stalin's 
policies” (p. 57 f.) 


It was precisely this view that Merker was accused of by the ZPKK, and he firmly 
denied having expressed it. But KieBling doesn't seem to notice that he scored an 
own goal by quoting this Merker quote. His own anti-communism, which he 
understood as “just anti-Stalinism,” made Merker’s anti-Sovietism appear to him 
as completely normal and free of any criticism. Or more correctly: For him, in the 
second half of the 1960s, Merker had become such an incontestable source of 
truth about the history of the party and emigration that he not only had the will but 
also the ability to take any critical view lost to every statement that was likely to 
raise even the slightest doubt about the truthfulness of Merker's representations. 
After the victory of the counter-revolution after 1989, the former employee of the 
Institute for Marxism-Leninism and GDR historian became a turned journalist, with 
a long chain of articles in the also turned former central organ of the SED and with 
his book about Noel Field mentioned here Hardly anyone else responded to the 
demand of the former Federal Republic of Germany foreign minister and head of 
the Office for the Protection of the Constitution, Kinkel, to delegitimize the GDR 
and prove it to be an “unlawful state”. 


2. Noel Field — communist and selfless helper of communist emigrants — 


or Allan Dulles' undercover agent? 


To answer this question, important dates from Noel Field's life and work, the most 
important of which have already been listed in the SED document (see above, pp. 
13-17), are briefly summarized here. (The information according to KieBling, 
p.28.ff.) Noel Field was born in Zurich in 1904 as the son of his American father, 
who lived in Switzerland, and his mother, who came from England 
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born. After his father's death in 1921 and after Noel's high school graduation in 1922, Noel's 
mother moved to the USA with her three children. 


From a civil servant to the head of an American aid organization in Switzerland. 


After studying law at Harvard University, he became an employee of the Western Europe 
Department of the US State Department in 1926. In 1936 he was promoted to representative of 
the USA at the Secretariat of the League of Nations in Geneva, where he also took up residence 
with his wife. In 1938 he became one of the secretaries of the League of Nations Commission, 
which had to control the withdrawal of the Interbrigadists in Spain. “His activity began with the 
registration of all foreign soldiers, with a compilation of lists on which they were grouped 
according to their nationality. 

“ (p.31) In 1939, the Fields took 17-year-old Erica Glaser into 
care because the girl, suffering from typhoid fever, was not with her parents - both of whom, the 
father as a doctor and the mother as a nurse, helped the Spanish Republic had been able to 
escape to France. {p.32). As it turned out, Noel Field's help began a path that led Erica Glaser 
straight to Allan Dulles as his employee in the OSS a few years later. 


“After the defeat of the Spanish Republic, the Fields lived again in Vandoeuvres (suburb of 
Geneva, KG). Erica went to school in Geneva. Noel Field was still employed by the League of 
Nations and remained so until October 13, 1940. 

“In fact, he no longer had anything to do for this League of Nations. His American passport and 
League of Nations ID card allowed him to cross the border between Switzerland and France 
unhindered and enabled him to visit the internment camps in southern France at any time, talk 
to the refugees and, increasingly, help them. ” (p. 32). “Noel Field's trips to southern France 
suddenly ended in May 1940 because of the war on French soil...” (p.36) 


But an equal replacement was soon found who offered him the opportunity not only to maintain 
but also to intensify his contacts with emigrants of various nationalities. He was offered the 
position of director of the Marseille branch of the American aid organization USC - Unitarian 
Service Committee - which was founded in Boston in 1940 by a Christian group of Unitarians. 
The USC representation in Lisbon, which had existed since the fall of 1940, was headed by a 
Dr. Robert Dexter, who now became his boss. We will meet him again soon in a different 
capacity. 
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Because of his new job, the Fields moved from Geneva to Marseille in the spring, but left 
Erica behind in Switzerland. 


“When Noel Field said goodbye to the chairman of the Swiss Communist Party, Karl 
Hofmaier, in Basel, he - (unsolicited? KG) - gave him a good tip. Two German comrades, 
Maria Weiterer and Hilda Maddalena, had informed Hofmaier by postcard that after more 
than a year of internment in the Rieucros women's camp in the Cevennes, they were now 
on the Mediterranean in the Hotel Bompard, which was now a branch of the Marseille 
police prison. “They would be given an exit to pursue their still uncertain departure.... 
Maria Weiterer and Hilda Maddalena were very surprised when they visited Noel Field at 
the Hotel Bompard, greeted them from their acquaintance from Basel, introduced 
themselves as representatives of the Boston Unitarian Service Committee in Marseilles 
and asked them if they would like to help those in need to provide food to German anti- 
fascists in the Le Vernet, Rieucros, Gurs camps and elsewhere, as well as social and 
medical care to non-internees in need. He would have enough funds available to him from 
donations from American citizens. He needs names and addresses; because he has to 
guarantee the headquarters that the solidarity funds actually reach those who urgently 
need them... He is looking for at least two reliable German helpers who can move freely in 
Marseille. ” (pp. 36-41). 


The two women did not accept Field's offer immediately, but only after Hofmaier had 
replied to a letter from Paul Merker that “Field was a communist, trustworthy and absolutely 
reliable. ” (p.43). 


“In his office, Field told them - (the helpers he got through Maria Weiterer and Hilda 
Maddalena, KG) - that he was dependent on helpers from different countries. In the camps, 
the prisoners banded together into country teams. Consequently, he needed Hungarian, 
Italian, Spanish, Yugoslavian, Polish and also German helpers who would be accepted by 
the internees of their nationality...Field explained how he thought about the work of the two 
German women: They look for each other because they have personal letters in the 
Warehouses can send, ...each person they trust, from whom they receive lists of names of 
potential parcel recipients. Field led the women to the camp attached to the USC office. 
Goods that had arrived by ship from the USA were piled up here, especially canned meat, 
milk powder, rice, sugar, pasta and textiles such as blankets, underwear, shirts and 
jackets... 


Henny Stibi remembered: We were still in Marseille for four months. We bought, packed 
and transported.’ “ (P.46/47). 
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When German troops began to occupy all of France on November 10, 1942, the 
Fields had to flee Marseille. They returned to Geneva and he now opened his 
USC office here. “The forced relocation of USC work from Marseille to Geneva 

did not cause any major problems. Field had his bank accounts in Switzerland 
anyway. The camp in Marseille was effectively empty... The real loss was the 
sudden loss of direct contact with his helpers. But soon, although not to the same 
extent as before, Field continued the relief operations from Switzerland to 
southern France... Field opened the USC office in the premises of the International 


Emigration Service, headed by Berta Hohermuth. (pp. 86/87). 


Just about this time, Field received a visit from his boss Dexter from Lisbon. And 
KieBling describes what he told his subordinate Field as follows: “Field learned 
from Robert Dexter, his boss in Lisbon, that an Office of Strategy Services (OSS) 
had been created in the USA. It should develop basic studies for decisions by the 
political and military leadership. First, publicly available information was collected 
and evaluated. Now the central task is to obtain secret information. Trained 
agents can only be used to a limited extent. It could be much more productive to 
approach non-Nazis, business people, company representatives and scientists in 
neutral European countries such as Sweden, Portugal, Switzerland and Turkey, 
with which the German Reich maintains a variety of relationships. OSS employees 
set up their European headquarters under the protection of the immunity of the 
US embassy in Bern. Robert Dexter was included in this task. Allan Welsh Dulles 
was designated as head of the OSS for Central Europe. Field knew him, even if 
only briefly, from his work at the State Department. Dulles was scheduled to 
come to Bern in November 1942. (pp. 81/82). 


Field used his acquaintance with the communist émigré Leo Bauer to introduce 
Bauer to his boss, the OSS man Dexter. “Leo Bauer did not find it unreasonable 
when Field suggested that he meet with Dexter explore whether they could be 
mutually useful. Why shouldn't he contact representatives of the USA, the Soviet 
Union's main ally in the fight against Hitler? At the same time, the leadership of 
the KPD emigration in England advertised voluntary service in the army of the 
host country among its young members.” (p.82). When Bauer met Dexter, he 
brought a second man with him who asked Bauer if he was willing to accept 
orders from him, i.e. the OSS. Bauer showed willingness to do so. (p.82/83). The 
OSS's connection to Bauer was particularly important because, as Paul Merker 
once told Noel Field, “the only way to get to Bertz” — the head of the KPD's Swiss 
party organization living in well-protected illegality in Basel — “is via 
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Leo Bauer”. (p.60). It is clear from KieBling's description - although he himself does not 
say so clearly - that Field introduced the communist Leo Bauer to the American secret 
service OSS, which successfully recruited him to cooperate. 


But not just Leo Bauer, but apparently also his, Field's, foster daughter, Erica Glaser. 
However, surprisingly, KieBling leaves us completely in the dark about how Erica 
Glaser's contact with the OSS came about, although he otherwise acquaints us with 
all the important stages of her development. We only find out very casually through 
KieBling's reference to a statement made by Erica Glaser in her book of memories 
(Erica Wallach, "Light at Midnight", Munich 1969) that she was at Leo Bauer's meeting 
with the OSS people, where he, Leo Bauer , a questionnaire from the OSS had been 
handed over, was also present (p.83). We can conclude from this that she had 
something to do with the OSS even back then. Before this passage, KieBling informs 
us that Erica Glaser “had become acquainted with Leo Bauer through Noel Field. 
Looking back, she called him her political teacher and friend, with whom she had a 
very close, love affair," he leaves room for the assumption that it was probably Leo 
Bauer - i.e. not her foster father Noel Field 

-, who had brought her to the OSS. 


KieBling passes on another - also quite unclear - indication that Erica Glaser had a 
close relationship with the OSS on two pages: after he reported that shortly after the 
conversation with the OSS people, Leo Bauer from the Geneva secret police along 
with the question sheet , which the OSS people had handed over to him, was arrested, 
we read on page 85: “About Erica, the OSS advised Bauer not to name the source of 
the questionnaire under any circumstances. He couldn't count on help from the OSS." 
From this it can be concluded that Noel's foster daughter was already an "unofficial 
employee", i.e. an "IM" of Allan Dulles at this time. 


But only many pages later - on page 121 - do we find out: In the negotiations with the 
Americans about helping German communists to enter Germany armed to take part in 
the fight against Hitler, “Erica Glaser was involved With the consent of the Swiss KPD 
leadership, he entered the service of the OSS." But this only happened at the beginning 
of 1945 (see KieBling,. 

p. 120), the arrest of Leo Bauer in October 1942. Even then, as we learned from 
KieBling, Erica Glaser was in a relationship with the OSS; However, at this point he did 
not speak of the Swiss KPD leadership's approval of this. So he left it in the dark - and 
certainly not “accidentally” - about how Erica Glaser first came into contact with the 
OSS and how she was accepted into the ranks of its employees. But it would at least 
be important to know who put her on the path of a spy, which led to her being shot by 
one in 1950 


241 


Machine Translated by Google 


Kurt Gossweiler: How could this happen? part 1 


She was sentenced to death by a Soviet military court, then pardoned to 15 years 
in a camp and had to spend a few years in Vorkuta until her sentence was annulled 
and she was released to the West. (KieBling, p.32, 238). 


Helper in two directions 


Noel Field's work as head of the Geneva USC received two completely opposite 
assessments. We have already learned about his assessment in the Budapest 
and Prague trials and through the leadership of the SED as an assistant to Allan 
Dulles; One should only remember Hermann Matern's statement, already 
reproduced on page 17: "How cleverly the enemy tries to integrate his agents into 
the ranks of the communist and workers' parties is particularly shown by the 
method with the American agent Field.” KieBling, on the other hand, doesn't think 
it's enough Words to introduce us to Field as one of the noblest and most selfless 
helpers of persecuted communist emigrants. In his book - p. 26 - he approvingly 
quotes another author who wrote about Field: “Undoubtedly a sensitive, sincere 
idealist - yes, a good person... Peace, justice, a sense of responsibility, 
helpfulness... formed the meaning and purpose of his life.... Was he a communist? 
Undoubtedly yes, and it doesn't matter whether he formally joined the party.” 
Elsewhere - p.51 - KieBling repeats the statement of Paul Merker, Maria Weiterer 
and Georg Stibi: "Field is a good person, a Samaritan soul. 

We would all be poorer without such people." And finally he quotes Paul Merker 
from a conversation he had with him in the 1960s - (p. 

149): “We were deeply indebted to him, although humanity can never be 


outweighed... He should have become an honorary citizen of a democratic post- 
war Germany.” 


Which field portrait is accurate? 


KieBling cites quite a few examples of Field's help to emigrants, for which those 
to whom he gave it felt deep gratitude to him and often retained it for life. For 
example, he ensured that a German émigré, Sophie Marum, who had been 
interned in a police prison in France and was awaiting the birth of a child in the 
Hotel Bompard in Marseille, which had been converted into a police prison, was 
transferred from prison to a Quaker home, where she gave birth to her child - a 
daughter Andrée — was able to give birth under less oppressive circumstances. 
(KieBling, p. 56). One of the examples cited by KieBling is that of the interned 
communist emigrant Maria Weiterer, who avoided extradition to fascist Germany 
by managing to cross the border into Switzerland illegally thanks to Field's help. 
(p.80). And of course the contributions Fields USC made were financial 
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Grants and food packages for the interbrigadists interned in the camps are a 
welcome help. 


But are such assistance proof that Field could in no way have been an employee of 
the American secret service? Of course not. This could only be the case if this 
assistance were not accompanied by other facts that point to an intelligence 
connection. It is a truism that anyone who wants to penetrate an enemy organization 
can best do this by pretending to be their friend and sympathizer and, in order to 
earn trust, provide evidence of their alleged friendship through actions. And what 
actions would be more suitable for creating such trust than providing assistance to 
people in existentially threatened situations? 


In the case of Noel Field, not only do the materials from the trials against Rajk and 
Slansky and the investigations of the SED's ZPKK contain such facts about Field's 
activity as an employee of Allan Dulles and his OSS; No, in KieBling's book we also 
find references to such facts in no small number, as well as astonishing 
contradictions in KieBling's statements with which he tries to prove all accusations 
against Field as unfounded and fabricated. 


Field and the USC - Dexter and the OSS of Allan Dulles 


As we have seen, Field, delegated to the League of Nations in 1936 by his office, 
the US State Department, was, from 1938, one of the secretaries of the League of 
Nations, busy with the list of interbrigadists withdrawn from Spain. 

(KieBling, p.31). It goes without saying that copies of the lists created were also 
requested by the State Department and delivered to it. It was clear that among 
those listed there had to be quite a few particularly influential members of the 
Communist Parties from various countries, especially from Germany, about whom 
more details - their functions, their connections and their later whereabouts and 
activities - needed to be known for the US. Communist fighters were of primary 
interest. But you didn't just need lists of names, but personal contacts. Obtaining 
them was fairly easy under the circumstances, as most of the Interbrigadists were 
interned in French camps. The way to them was shown by the aid committees that 
emerged from the solidarity of left-wing organizations for the Spanish fighters and 
in general for the anti-fascists expelled from their countries, such as the “North 
American Committee to Aid Spanish Democracy” founded by the communists in 
the USA, whose leadership the non-partisan New York surgeon Edward K. Barsky 
had taken over (hence the “Barsky Committee’). 
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It made sense to entrust their further support (in two respects) to the person who 
had already had the first personal contact with the interbrigadists when they were 
listed. Such an explanation for Field's change of employment from the League of 
Nations to USC is much more plausible than the explanation that this change was 
the result of Field's overwhelming desire to help people in need or even the result 
of his being a communist. 


Field remained employed at the League of Nations as a member of the State 
Department until October 1940 (KieBling, p.32), after which he - as already 
mentioned (see above) - took over the management of the Geneva office of the 
USC. As for who suggested him for this post, KieBling strangely speculates 
whether it was the representative of the Young Men's Christian Association, as 
Field biographer Flora Lewis said, or Dr. Edward Barsky, (p.38), although the 
solution is quite obvious, namely: that this was the man whose subordinate he 
became in the new position - Dr. Robert Dexter. But it is understandable if KieBling 
tried not to give the impression that Field was very close to Dexter, since, as 
already mentioned (see above, p. 24), he was an employee of Allan Dulles in 
setting up the European headquarters of the USA secret service OSS, the forerunner of the | 
And it was the same Dexter who asked Field to help him find people who could be 
useful to the OSS's tasks, whereupon Field introduced Leo Bauer to Dexter. (see 
ibid.). And it probably couldn't have happened against Field's will that his foster 
daughter Erica Glaser was integrated into the OSS apparatus - first unofficially, 
then later officially. By the way, her husband, Bob Wallach, was also an OSS 
officer (see Matern, p.86). However, KieBling does not mention this man at all. 


After all, as shown, KieBling cannot avoid listing facts that clearly prove that Field's 
Christian charitable "Unitarian Service Committee" worked with Allan Dulles' OSS. 
On the other hand, KieBling gets very confused in his attempts to introduce us to 
Field as a convinced communist. 


Noel Field — communist or not? 


We learn that in the 1930s, Field became acquainted with the then chairman of 
the US Communist Party, Earl Browder. KieBling said: “Field's conversations with 
Browder and his reading of Marxist literature led him to think of himself as a 
communist. Becoming a registered member of the Communist Party and taking 
part in party life would have led to the early end of his career as a government 
official. (KieBling, p.30). 
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On page 132, KieBling even quotes from Paul Merker's response to an inquiry from 
Franz Dahlem about Field on November 26, 1946 - at that time both Dahlem and 
Merker were members of the SED party executive committee -: “I do not share the 
comrade's opinion Anne von Fischer that Field is an American agent. Field is a 
member of the Communist Party of America. 


However, in the already quoted statement of the ZK and the ZPKK of the SED from 
August 24, 1950, Field's alleged KP membership is stated on page 85: “In the 
summer of 1945, Field went to Mexico to continue the work he had already done in 
Marseille to resume connections. Paul Merker, who had a lengthy conversation with 
him there, is seriously accused of having resumed contact with Field, even though 
the Central Committee of the US Communist Party had not given him any information 
about Field. Merker reassured himself that the Barsky Committee, which was close 
to the US Communist Party, was also in contact with Field. 


KieBling does not consider this statement worth paying attention to, which is why it is 
not mentioned in his book. But after the explanation: “I am one with him” he quotes 
from the book “Show Trials” by the Hungarian Georg Hermann Hodos: “Was he (Field) 
Communist? Undoubtedly yes, and it doesn’t matter whether he formally joined the 
party.” (KieBling, p.26). To support this statement, KieBling also introduces us to Noel 
Field as a naive, religious admirer of the Soviet Union by telling us what Georg Stibi 
once told him about a conversation with Field. Stibi was a communist émigré who 
directed German-language radio broadcasts in Moscow and, from 1937, in Madrid. 
He was then interned in France and met Field there. Field once asked him about his 
experiences in the Soviet Union and, he reported to KieBling, in his answer he told 
him nothing about his negative experiences there; He couldn't tell Field anything 
about them because: "He would have had to assume that | wanted to touch his faith. 
His idealistically based admiration for the Soviet Union was a root of his solidarity 
with all those persecuted by fascism.” (KieBling, p. 49). Below, through none other 
than KieBling, we will become acquainted with Field's actions which, with the best 
will in the world, cannot be reconciled with Field's admiration for the Soviet Union, 
assumed by Stibi and presented to us by the same KieBling. 


But now another statement about Merker's claim of Field's KP membership. On 

page 145, KieBling quotes a statement from Egon Erwin Kisch's widow, Gisl Kisch, 
from September 1953. “When Field visited my apartment (in September 1948), he 
told me that he was having difficulties extending his stay in the CSR and asked me 
for advice on what he should do about this matter. Specifically, he asked me whether 
the KPTsch 
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couldn't help. | answered him that it would be difficult because he is not a party comrade.” 


What was known to Gisl Kisch was certainly known to Paul Merker, who had a much 
longer and closer relationship with Field than she did. KieGling trivializes the contradiction 
between the two statements he quotes by explaining that for Merker the difference 
between “communist” and “party member” was “just a nuance,” since he had learned 
“often enough that it is not the party register that defines a communist , but his behavior 
(p.44/45). But that doesn't eliminate the fact that Merker deliberately lied to the party 

with his claim that Field was a member of the US Communist Party. 


The key question about Field's assistance: Cui bono? 


| would like to examine the dubiousness or “ambivalence” - to use this expression, which 
some people like to use to demonstrate scientific knowledge - of the help of imperialist 
secret services for communists - as an example of the essence of such "help" - in one 
case, namely this Help Fields for Paul Merker's escape to Mexico. To clarify the 
ambiguity of this help, | will address two questions: 


First: Who and which institutions were involved in this assistance? | will take the material 
to answer this question exclusively from KieBling's book. (pp. 55, 63-65, 73-75). 


And secondly: Who else — apart from the person directly affected, in this case Paul 
Merker — is the beneficiary of this help? To answer this question, | will refer to the 
statement by the SED Central Committee. (Matern, pp.78-80) 


To the first question. Paul Merker managed to obtain exit documents for Mexico in 
France. However, in order to be able to leave the country, he did not have the French 
exit visa. He could only have applied for this by presenting a release certificate from the 
Les Milles camp where he was interned. However, he was unable to produce such a 
certificate because he had left the camp illegally and gone into hiding. His savior was 
Noel Field. He managed to get Merker to receive an exit visa from the French immigration 
authorities. The details of this rescue are nothing short of miraculous. If we follow 
KieBling, let us not forget that he does not quote the dialogues reproduced from a 
protocol document, but rather refers to memoirs by Merker and others, and that with 
them he has the interest in common in proving that the accusation was made by Field 
The claim that it was an American secret service agent was made out of thin air and had 
no basis. This should always be kept in mind when reading the following: “Lex Ende 
consulted with his lawyer Jerome Ferucci 
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Liaison with the French party. Ferucci knew that a Madame Esmiol was processing 
the exit applications at the prefecture's immigration office. She was an opponent 
of the Vichy regime and sympathized with the Gaullist Free France movement. 
Still, it would be... reckless to rely on it. The immigration authority was subordinate 
to the Ministry of the Interior and was officially controlled by the Second Office, 

the secret police. Ms. Esmiol was required to have each visa confirmed by the 
Interior Ministry in Vichy. 

Still, there was no other choice. This Madame Esmiol had to be asked directly. 
Only a bystander could go to her and investigate the situation without endangering 
themselves. Noel Field was ready to do this immediately... He brought the news 
from the prefecture that the official Esmiol would exceptionally accept the 
applications - (apart from Merker there were three other comrades who had 
illegally left the Les Milles camp with Merker) - too without release certificates 
from the Les Milles camp. He then told her the four names and she told him that 
the men could come to her without worrying. Paul Merker remembered: 'Mrs. 
Esmiol... received us in a friendly manner. She had already confirmed by 
telephone from the Les Milles camp that we were guided there. We filled out the 
applications and were supposed to pick up the visas the following day. When we 
were already in the corridor, Ms. Esmiol came after us. She grabbed my sleeve 
and pulled me aside: 'Monsieur Merker, I'm very sorry. You can't get the visa. 

You are on the Interior Ministry's wanted list. The German side demands your 
extradition. | am required by law to have you arrested. You have nothing to fear 
from me. My honor as a Frenchwoman prohibits me from handing over a German 
anti-Nazi to his executioners. Even if | missed your name, as far as I'm concerned 
you have no chance of boarding a ship. In the port, all travelers are checked 

three times: by customs, by French gendarmerie and by German secret police in 
Wehrmacht uniforms. | advise you to go into hiding again and avoid Marseille. 
Remember, your visit to me and our conversation never took place.” ( p.63 f.) 


Even up to this point, it's a story that almost borders on a miracle. That's precisely 
why it raises some questions here, e.g. B.: Wouldn't it have been much more 
natural that the lawyer Ferucci, who obviously knew Lady Esmiol quite well, 
perhaps even personally, took it upon himself to investigate her rather than a 
foreigner she didn't know? But - perhaps Field was not a stranger to Dame 
Esmiol, but rather she was well aware of the capacity in which he was in 
Marseille? Because: one can imagine that Dame Esmiol, who was officially 
connected to the French secret service, would take the risk of immediately 
responding to the inquiries of some “uninvolved person”. 
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to declare not only not to arrest German internees who escaped from their camp, 
but also to issue them exit papers without the necessary documents? 


No, that is unimaginable. This miracle could only be achieved by someone with an 
authority behind him that was respected even by the French Second Office, for 
example the US State Department or, more likely, a US intelligence agency. And 
that applies even more to the second part of this story. 

Since there was no way for Merker to cross the border or get on a ship under his 
real name, he had to leave the country with false papers under a different name. 
But where do you get false papers from? 

Again the savior was Noel Field. But let's let Wolfgang Kießling tell the story again. 
At a farewell dinner in October 1941 for Merker's wife, who was able to leave on 
the next ship, “Field suddenly got up from the table and declared that he would 
speak to Madame Esmiol again. There must be a way out. 

At least he wanted to hear from her whether she had at least some advice. His 
interview was not in vain... Madame Esmiol assured: Merker would be allowed to 
leave the country if he applied for it under a different name. The prerequisite is 
that the travel documents are genuine and not fake. But how? That was the 
question. Merker had to be given a different identity. But that was only possible if 
the Mexican government and its consul in Marseille were won as partners for this 
project. Dr. Leo Zuckermann, who was among those who left Marseille on October 
18th, was given the task of taking the necessary steps in Mexico...” (p.65). 


“At the end of April, Merker had now learned from the Hicem that Siegmund 
Ascher (that was the name in which his new papers were issued; who got these 
papers for him and by what means remains undiscussed. KG) was paying for a 
ship passage suddenly came the surprising news that in a week a Portuguese 
ship would sail from Lisbon via Casablanca to Veracruz... Jerome Ferucci filled 
out a form. He documented Ascher's release from a camp. On April 27, 1942, the 
Hicem travel company wrote that a place on the “Guinée” had been paid for for 
Mr. Ascher and that he would have to leave Marseille in a few days. Now the 
decisive step lay ahead: the path to the prefecture. Seven months had passed 
since Ms. Esmiol promised to give Merker the visa with a different name upon 
presentation of real papers. Could she now keep that promise?... Not he, only 
Field could get the answer without risk. Field took his car and drove to the 
prefecture. After half an hour, Merker had the answer: Madame Esmiol stands by 
her word. May he come. You will undoubtedly recognize him... Merker himself 


said: 'I came to the prefecture immediately before the office closed. Her employees 
were already there 
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Departure. She told one of them to go quietly and that she would accept the 
application alone. Hardly a word passed between us. She looked at my documents 
very carefully. Finally, obviously relieved herself, she said | could pick up the exit 
visa the next day. But it took a long time because, as Madame Esmiol told me, 
permission for Moroccan transit... was not yet available. | was in her office four 
days in a row. 

Every time she told me to come back. Everything would be there in time. 

| only received the visa on the day of departure, on May 4th...' As Siegmund 
Ascher, Paul Merker actually left France at the last minute.." (p.73 f.) 


When Merker was questioned by the ZPKK in 1954 about his activity in emigration 
and his connections to Field, one of the questions also concerned Field's role in 
the contacts with Madame Esmiol, which is entirely understandable given this 
lady's extraordinary willingness to speak to Field Merker to be helpful in the way 
described. The ZPKK comrades may have rightly assumed that if Field had been 
just an ordinary leader of one of the various American emigrant relief organizations, 
his advocacy would not have had such an impact. KieBling writes: "One question 
addressed to him was: 'Why did you let the agent Noel H. Field handle the matter 
with the French secret service employee?’ Answer: Because there was no one 
else there who knew Ms. Esmiol personally.” 


This reasoning is in striking contradiction to that which we read on p. 63; there it 
was the French lawyer Ferucci who knew Esmiol; On the other hand, according 
to the statement on page 63, Field was seen as the right man because he was “a 
bystander”. But that was Ferucci too! However, there was not a word on page 63 
about the fact that not only Ferucci but also Field knew this lady personally! 


After all, the answer to the first question posed at the beginning is: The assistance 
to Merker was provided by an American official from the US State Department, 
whose influence was strong enough to allow an official from the French secret 
service to act according to his wishes. The conclusion that he is a US secret 
service man cannot in any way be viewed as a far-fetched construct. 


To answer the second question, | quote, as announced, from the SED Central 

Committee resolution of August 1950 (Matern, pp. 78-80): “Between the Central 

Committee of the KPF and Comrade Walter Beling as head of the German emigration 
management in southern France An agreement was reached at the end of 1940 that 

would involve the use of the largest part of the German emigration for political agitation among tt 
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German soldiers. After Hitler's attack on the Soviet Union, this fight against fascism 
took on increased importance... 


However, it was not in the plans of Anglo-American imperialism to tie up large 
masses of German troops in France and thereby create relief for the Soviet- 
German front. Just as they delayed the creation of the second front, they also 
inhibited the development of the resistance movement. 

Through their agent Noel H. Field, they influenced the management of German 
emigration in order to thwart the implementation of the agreements made with the 
KPF Central Committee... 


In the spring of 1942, the conditions were created for a larger deployment of 
German emigrants in the northern French resistance movement. In a special 
resolution, the Central Committee of the KPF called for a larger number of German 
emigrants to be sent to Paris. However, the German leadership in Marseille had 
already come under Field's political influence to such an extent that they 
disregarded this decision. Although Paul Merker and Lex Ende were fully informed 
of the agreement with the KPF Central Committee by Comrade Beling, both 
doubted the authenticity of the decision. Without caring about this decision, Paul 
Merker fled to Mexico, while Lex Ende resorted to open betrayal. With the help of 
Willy Kreikemeyer he handed over Noel H. 

Field the text of the decision of the Central Committee of the KPF to be passed on 
to Paul Bertz. This is how the head of the OSS, Allan Dulles, learned about the 
plans of the anti-Hitlerist struggle. The answer was worked out jointly by Bertz and 
Field with the knowledge of Leo Bauer and was in the direction of rejecting the 
decision of the CC of the KPF. This attitude corresponded to the policy of American 
imperialism, which was not interested in the second front at that time. 

Rather, his goal was not to hinder the German fascists’ spring offensive in order 

to weaken the Soviet army as much as possible. 

For the same reason, US imperialism was also not interested in spreading the anti- 
fascist resistance movement in France.” 


In this case, it cannot be seen as far-fetched and contrived if, in response to the 
second question, it is stated that the co- and main beneficiaries of Field's help to 
Merker and his comrades were those forces in US foreign policy whose goal was 
to maximally weaken the Soviet Union in the fight against fascist Germany. 


The expansion of the Noel Field network of relationships. 
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As already stated above, the resolutions of the SED Central Committee stated 
that Field had systematically created a network of bases among the communist 
emigrants in France and Switzerland. 


KieBling wrote his book to prove that all such accusations were a fiction: “The man 
Noel H. Field had become a fiction of the same name, an artificial creation, an 
intangible Soviet miracle weapon, intended as a guarantee of victory in... the great 
battle of the Cold War between East and West.” (KieBling, p..21). 


If you look at how he describes the development of Field's relationships with the 
communist emigrants in his book, then you will find confirmation of all the relevant 
facts listed in the SED resolutions. However, what is seen there as the result of 
Field's systematic approach for the purpose of building bases for his secret service 
activities, KieBling describes to us quite differently, namely as relationships that 
often enough came about through happy coincidences and which resulted solely 
from Field's limitless urge to reach out to as many people as possible to help in 
need. But even those who stick to KieBling's account cannot help but see the 
statement confirmed in the SED resolutions that in the end Field held the strings 
to so many comrades, especially the leading ones, and was their own was 
informed about internal party affairs that he had the entire party life of the 
communist emigrants in Switzerland and southern France under his control. Noel 
Field made his first contact with the German communists living in Switzerland 
shortly before the start of the Second World War after his arrival in Zurich. There 
he paid a visit to the house of Sally Liebermann, with whom his brother Hermann's 
wife, who was separated from her husband, lived together; He had also visited 
there a few months before him to “finally clarify his relationship” with his wife. 
(KieBling, p.35). He met the German communist Bruno Goldhammer, who was 
staying with the Liebermanns; For Hermann Field, who, like his brother Noel, had 
been involved in helping communist emigrants - albeit in Czechoslovakia - Bruno 
Goldhammer was certainly a very interesting personality, even if he did not know 
that Goldhammer had been appointed section leader South belonged to the KPD. 
However, it can be assumed that Hermann sent his brother Noel news about his 
acquaintance with Goldhammer. In any case, the Fields - Noel, his wife and Erica 
Glaser - often visited Liebermann after their arrival in Zurich. “Bruno Goldhammer 
was the only German communist who got to know both Fields before the war 
began and the first to have repeated conversations with Field. For this reason and 
on the grounds that he was 'the main culprit for the intrusion Noel H. 
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Fields into German emigration in Switzerland, he was sentenced to ten years in 
prison on April 28, 1954 in a secret trial before the Supreme Court of the GDR, 
but was released from prison as part of the rehabilitation. “The Fields... treated 
Goldhammer as if he were part of the Liebermann family. He soon got to know 
Erica better. .. He also felt trust and acceptance in all conversations with Noel 
Field, whom he met several times in the Liebermann house until mid-1940. In July, 
Goldhammer was arrested by the cantonal police and accused of having politically 
influenced Swiss young people as a foreigner... Most of the communist emigrants 
living in the country received the Federal Council's expulsion decision, carried out 
in the form of their internment. The sudden end of Bruno Goldhammer's visits to 
the Liebermann house did not mean the breaking off of contacts with Noel Field 
and Erica Glaser. They remained in existence until Goldhammer left Switzerland 
for Germany in 1945.” (KieBling, pp.34-36.) 


In the statement of the SED Central Committee of August 24, 1950, the Field- 
Goldhammer connection stated: ‘Bruno Goldhammer is the main culprit for Noel 

H. Field's intrusion into German emigration in Switzerland. His behavior prompted 
other communist émigrés to also contact this American agent. He irresponsibly 
failed to make inquiries about Field. He reassured himself that Liebermann and 
Erika Glaser confirmed Field's false accounts of his activities in Spain, even 
though he knew full well that their only source of information was Field himself." 
(Matern, p. 74). In Switzerland “there was initially only a connection between Field 
and Bruno Goldhammer. The internment of almost all political emigrants and their 
small numerical strength meant that their importance took a back seat to the strong 
emigration in southern France. In Switzerland, Noel H. Field initially limited himself 
to the connection with Bruno Goldhammer and, through him, integrated his 
colleague Erika Glaser - (and with her an "IM" from Allan Dulles' OSS! KG) - into 
the communist emigration. Through his close connections with Bruno Goldhammer 
he came into contact with comrade Hans Teubner. He often gave Bruno 
Goldhammer a vacation from the internment camp and brought him with him under 
the name Dr. Hoffmann at the Charité in Zurich, Dr. Tibor Sz6nyi together.” 
(Matern, p.81/82). 


As already described above, before moving to Marseille, Field had... 

Spring 1941 through a tip from Hofmaier, the then chairman of the 

KP of Switzerland, the address of two Germans interned there in southern France 
Communists, Maria Weiterer and Hilda Maddalena, had this with them 

Contacted her and through her her partner and later wife Paul 
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Merkers, Grete Menzel, and Henny Stibi as employees for his USC branch in Marseille. 


KieBling: “The work of Henny Stibi and Grete Merker for the USC meant that the Fields also 
got to know their men..” (KieBling, p.48). What luck for Noel Field! Because Merker was the 
most important man in the leadership of the KPD in Marseille. Until the beginning of the 
Second World War, he, Paul Bertz and Franz Dahlem had belonged to the KPD's foreign 
secretariat, which was then based in Paris. He had long been acquainted with the chairman 
of the Swiss Communist Party, Hofmaier; Now he had also established a personal 
relationship with the head of the KPD in France, which soon developed into a relationship 
of unlimited trust between Merker and Field. However, in order to be able to carry out his 
task among the communists living in Switzerland, he still lacked personal contact with the 
head of the KPD organization in Switzerland. Paul Merker helped him to make personal 
acquaintance with Paul Bertz. In KieBling's account, however, it was not Merker who helped 
Field, but rather Field, who selflessly agreed to help Merker to establish the missing 
connection from Marseille to Bertz in Switzerland. KieBling reads it like this: 


“Political problems had to be discussed with Bertz and cadre issues had to be clarified. Only 
one could be considered as a middleman. And that one was Noel Haviland Field. At first, 
the American reacted to Merker's request primarily in a practical manner. He saw a good 
opportunity to act not as head of the Marseille USC this time, but as an unofficial 
representative of the Barsky Committee in Europe and to give illegal German anti-fascists 
who were crossing over into their home country money for their living. When he heard that 
the only way to get to Bertz was through Leo Bauer, who lived under a French name in an 
unknown location in Geneva but had a connection to Leon Nicole in Geneva, Field saw no 
particular difficulty in fulfilling Merker's wish. Merker was able to show him the route leading 
to Bertz without hesitation. Although he didn't know Nicole personally, Hofmaier had 
mentioned him in his letter to Merker as a man who would vouch for Field. Leon Nicole, a 
well-known social democratic politician in French-speaking Switzerland for decades and 
president of the State Council in the canton of Geneva in the mid-1930s, was expelled from 
the Swiss Social Democratic Party in 1939 because of his increasing rapprochement with 
the communists. 


After the Swiss Communist Party was forced to dissolve by the Federal Council in 1940, 

Nicole founded the Féderation Socialiste Suisse, which had since been banned in May 

1941, with left-wing socialists and communists. Seeing Nicole again made Field even more excited. 
He had concerns when Merker described Paul Bertz, who was not easily approachable 

because of his personality. Assuming that Bertz is even willing to meet with Field, he must 

first understand his distrust of any stranger 
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tear down. If he succeeds in gaining Paul Bertz's trust, he will get to know a 
reliable partner and also a lovely person. Merker always worked well with him. He 
hoped that Field would gain access to Bertz simply by telling him that he was 
coming on behalf of Merker and Willi Kreikemeyer.” (p.60). 


Merker had prepared Field thoroughly for the encounter with the difficult and 
suspicious Bertz, which helped Field greatly in finding access to Bertz. 

But KieBling had apparently already forgotten that when he wrote the following 
exuberant eulogy to the sensitive Noel Field: “The humanitarian achievements of 
the Unitarian Service Committee in Europe are unthinkable without Noel Haviland 
Field. They were shaped by his personality, by his sensitive interaction with the 
helpers from many nations, by his empathy for different mentalities. He had the 
gift of understanding the living conditions of the refugees entrusted to him. His 
love for his fellow human beings, his understanding of the plight of those he was 
called to care for, arose from his Christian motivation and, since the Spanish War, 
had become inextricably linked to his anti-fascist convictions... The memories of 
those who had to do with him testify that he was able to adapt to a wide variety of 
people and respond to them. He found access to Paul Benz, who others described 
as extremely difficult, without any problems. “. (P.77. Underlining mine, KG). 


But further in KieBling's report: “We then,’ reported Merker, discussed all the 
questions that he should clarify with Bertz. Field jotted down key words in a script 
that was illegible to others. He repeated everything using his mnemonic words. 


This was necessary in order not to change any of the nuances... 


With Field's promise that he would try everything to fulfill Merker's wish, the two 
parted ways in Marseille in September 1941... In Geneva, Field immediately 
sought out Leon Nicole. He had no idea about a Leo Bauer. But Nicol's son Pierre 
said he might be able to help. The explanation that he came from Marseille on 
behalf of friends and had to send greetings was not enough. Field had to give him 
facts that would make him credible as an emissary. 

Pierre then received exact, although non-binding, information and went... to the 
apartment of bank employee Paul-Eric Perret alias Leo Bauer. After he had heard 
what Pierre had told him from Field. knew what to say, he wrote, it was Monday, 
September 29th, a letter in secret ink... (to Bertz, KG). Leo Bauer sent the letter 
to Arthur (Paul Fels) in Basel. Only he knew the house where Paul Bertz lived. .. 
Paul Bertz agreed to meet with Field... on Monday October 6th or Tuesday 
October 7th Field and 


254 


Machine Translated by Google 


Kurt Gossweiler: How could this happen? part 1 


Bertz for the first time. There is no indication that they had any difficulty in communicating 
with each other, because from then on they met at shorter or longer intervals for three 
and a half years until Bertz returned to Germany in 1945." (pp. 59-62). 


That was not all. KieBling also reports: “Field had once established contact between 
Merker in Marseille and Bertz in Basel. Now he helped to establish the connections of 
the German communists within Switzerland: between the illegal Paul Bertz, the legally 
living actors and their environment in Zurich and the majority of the KPD comrades who 
were imprisoned in the special camp for ‘left-wing extremists’ in Gordola north of 1943 
“We were interned in Locarno and formed the close leadership with Hans Teubner, 
Bruno Fuhrmann and Fritz Sperling.” 


Field's role as an intermediary for Merker and Bertz is assessed in the statement of the 
SED Central Committee of August 1950 as follows: “Field had meanwhile created a 
large basis of trust among German emigrants through his support payments. By the fall 
of 1941 he had already penetrated so deeply that the German emigration authorities in 
Switzerland used him as a courier to southern France. The now deceased former 
Reichstag member Paul Bertz and Leo Bauer, now exposed as a long-time American 
agent, dictated internal party matters to Field for transmission to Paul Merker. From 
January 1942, the latter used the same method in agreement with Lex Ende and Maria 
Weiterer. He gave Field an assessment of the situation with instructions on ‘how to 
respond accordingly’. Merker expressly authorized Paul Bertz to give internal party 
communications about Field. From now on, all internal questions in Switzerland were 
given to Field by the agent Leo Bauer, while Willi Kreikemeyer carried out the same 
task in Marseille. “ (Matern, p.79/80). 


One would be hard-pressed to find another example in the history of the Communist 
parties up to 1945 of leading comrades voluntarily granting full insight into the internal 
workings of the party to a person who was known to be collaborating with the imperialist 
secret service and allowed him to build a network of connections in the party 
organization, the strings of which lay in his hands. 


3. Field as a propagandist and spreader of the “Browdwer ideas” 


At the end of Section 1/3 | came to the conclusion of the labeling of the 

KieBling's conception of Browder as a conscious and intentional counter-conception 
against Marxism-Leninism to the statement that Browderism is the American original 
form of "modern revisionism" - i.e. revisionism in 
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the communist movement. And | asked the question: how and by whom was 
Browderism introduced across the pond into the European Communist Parties? 


Now the answer can finally be given: This was also the work of Noel Fields. This 
side of his “helping work” reveals its real character most clearly. With it he 
achieved the most disastrous and lasting effects, reaching up to the present and 
beyond. Let's also let our key witness KieBling speak about this. If you follow him, 
then Browder made Field a communist: “It is questionable whether Noel Field 
would have become a convinced communist without the intellectual and ideological 
influence of Earl Russel Browder (1891-1973) and the acquaintance with him. 
The general secretary of the CPUSA, who was fifteen years his senior and had 
been in office unchallenged since 1929, was his role model and example as a 
pragmatic politician and theoretical thinker. He admired him as a brilliant essayist 
and brilliant advocate of his views...” (p.96). 


“In early 1943, Field received Browder's latest publication, Victory and After, 
through the embassy in Bern. ...Browder wrote: 'This war is not ‘for or against 
communism’..., therefore it will not be communism that will win, but the right of 
every nation to self-determination, that is: democracy will win.’ The Allies' goal 

was the national freedom of the people. It follows that everything must be 
subordinated to the task of winning the war. Browder explained that for this reason 
the American communists put socialism propaganda on hold for the duration of 
the war. A year later he came to the conclusion that even after the war, the 
demand for a socialist transformation of American society was not on the agenda. 
The CPUSA, the 'only party of socialism in this country', must measure its program 
against national realities. And these say that the vast majority of the American 
people do not want a fundamental change in society; one could also say that ‘the 
American people are subjectively very ill-prepared for a profound change towards 
socialism.' that post-war plans with such a goal would not unite the nation but 
would divide it further. And they would further fragment and weaken the democratic 
and progressive camp, while uniting and strengthening the reactionary forces in 
the country.' Browder said, 'For the United States, the postwar perspective is not 
one of socialism but of reconstruction on a capitalist basis." (p.98/99). These 
statements by Browder underline once again that the US judicial authorities have 
good reason 
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had to release Browder from prison in the certainty that this was “in the interest 
of the unity of the national front.” 


Browder's argument is, moreover, a prime example of how, for revisionists, the 
time is never ripe for socialism: in a country with a weak capitalist development, 
a socialist revolution comes “too early” “because the objective conditions for 
socialism are not yet ripe”; But in a capitalistically highly developed country it also 
comes “too early” “because the vast majority are very poorly prepared for 
socialism.” (This interim remark for thought for everyone who tends to agree with 
those who explain that After 70 years in which the socialist social order made the 
country the second politically and economically strongest power in the world 
within 20 years, the Soviet Union collapsed because in 1917 Russia was not yet 
ready for the socialist revolution and therefore had no chance of survival from the 
start have had!) 


But back to Field and Browder. Let's continue to follow KieBling: “After Noel Field 
had received the text of Earl Browder's speech and the associated comments 
and explanations in the theoretical magazine 'New Masses’, he was particularly 
interested in the economic policy aspects when he met Bruno Goldhammer later 
found again in the Marshall Plan, which the Soviet Union radically rejected for 
itself and its sphere of influence, impressed... 


The broad presentation of Browder's ideas, which nevertheless excludes many 
topics, is necessary in order to get to know and understand Noel Field better. 
Like the overwhelming majority of American communists...Field agreed with 
them. What was particularly important was that he stood up for them in Europe 
and helped spread them in Switzerland and thus also among communist 
emigrants from several countries. (Emphasis mine, KG) He agreed with the 
leadership of the Swiss Labor Party to repeat Browder's speech on 10. 
January 1944 and supplementary materials from 'New Masses’ and to financially 
support their printing. The 68-page work by ER Browder 'War or Peace?’', 
published by the Labor Party (in reality by Field and Allan Dulles!, KG), Zurich- 
Wiphingen, 1944 in a German and a French edition. (pp. 102/103). 


An afterword from the Labor Party attempted to cover up Browder's break with 
the principles of the communist movement by saying that the orientation Browder 
gave contained “nothing fundamentally new” (p. 103). But further in the KieBling 
text: 
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“Browder's writing was just as lively discussed by the German internees as by the 
communists at the Zurich Theater and those in the illegality. Most of the questions 
raised by Browder would also apply to them, now and in the near future, when they 
would take their place again in Germany. Hans Teubner, Bruno Goldhammer, Ernst 
Eichelsd6rfer, Fritz Sperling, Walter Fisch, Leo Bauer and others particularly liked the 
fact that Earl Browder had the foresight to identify new development problems and 
suggested solutions that showed him to be a clever Marxist. ” (p. 104). KieBling says 
- and he is quite right - that Browder's views were a "rejection of the new type of, 
Marxist-Leninist party." 


But since this was exactly the assessment of the SED Central Committee and the 
accusation against Merker, Teubner and the other comrades was precisely that they 
agreed with Browder's views, whereas they defended themselves against the ZPKK 
by saying that they had not seen through it at the time, KieBling is faced with a 
difficulty: he wants to prove with his book that the allegations and accusations against 
Field and the comrades associated with him have no basis whatsoever; that these 
accusations were just Stalinist inventions. However, he would himself reduce this core 
thesis to absurdity if he praised these comrades for their approval of Browder's 
“rejection of the new type of Marxist-Leninist party” and thereby confirmed that the 
ZPKK's accusations were not made out of thin air, but were true . So we read from 
him that they, these comrades, “hardly saw from the geographical distance that it was 
a rejection... of the new type of Marxist-Leninist party.” But KieBling's further 
statements show that this was by no means the case: “It is remarkable, but not 
surprising, that Hans Teubner, in his book about the communist exile in Switzerland, 
published in the GDR in 1975, neither discussed the discussions about Earl Browder's 
concepts nor even mentioned the name of the Americans mentioned. Even Karl Hans 
Bergmann, who as a communist had certainly taken part in the discussions about 
Browder or at least knew Browder's high status in Switzerland, remained silent about 
it in his book about the Swiss exile from 1943 to 1945, published in the Federal 
Republic of Germany in 1974. Only Paul Bertz is known to have had reservations 
about Browder's concept... When Bertz had to explain his contacts to Field to 
Hermann Matern fourteen days after the Rajk trial in September 1949, he turned 
himself in, even though he couldn't know what Field himself had testified, also in the 
question of Earl Browder protecting him: 'In general political conversations, F. always 
had a positive attitude towards the Soviet Union. And when Browder gave his well- 
known speech... F, after a moment's hesitation, condemned Browder's theory. “ 


KieBling makes it clear that this was a lie with the following lines: 
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“In fact, Field not only arranged for Browder's pamphlet to be printed, but also 

took advantage of many opportunities to speak about it. The young Swiss 
communist Rosemarie Muggli, who later married the German émigré Walter 
Trautzsch and became a member of the SED here, was summoned to Field's 
apartment in the summer of 1944 because of her application to take part ina 
social course sponsored by the USC. She remembered this when she was 
interrogated by the SED's ZPKK in 1950. After she submitted her letter to Field in 
1944, 'l was asked if | knew Browder's speech. | said | had heard of it but hadn't 
read it, to which Field replied that it was very interesting and well worth reading.’ 

A little later, during this course for Swiss and emigrants, in which not only 
communists took part, there was a lot of talk about the spirit of Tehran. Our group 
discussed Browder's speech in depth. It was not met with rejection... My objections 
to Browder's politics were only weak and to the effect that a communist party 
meant something completely different than just a communist association and that 
a communist party could probably fight more effectively against fascism than a 
club. 

But when the Swiss party took the same position on the Browder speech as the 
comrades in the training course took, | also accepted this argument.’ (pp. 104-106). 


KieBling writes about Teubner's position on Browder elsewhere (pp. 231/32): 
“Teubner, freed from other work in Brissago, wrote political analyses, wrote 
material for the Free Germany movement in Switzerland that was emerging in 
Zurich and leaflets for illegal work in southern Germany. In 1944 he fell out with 
Paul Bertz over a spectacular speech by the chairman of the US Communist Party, 
Earl Browder... In a letter dated August 6, 1944 to the comrades in Brassecourt, 
Teubner praised the importance of Browder's speech.’ He met friends in Locarno... 
who reported to him: 'Helm (code name for Bertz) leads a wild agitation against 
the Browder speech and explains that Browder is only supported by those excluded 
from the community (of the communist parties). Regardless, | told my friends that 
they could give it to H. properly.’ Bertz called Teubner's position opportunistic and 
reformist and objected to the attempt to 'commit myself to this nonsense too." 


But Bertz was pretty much alone in this opinion. Merker, Teubner, Bauer and most 
of the other German comrades of the Swiss emigration were, along with Field, 
supporters and spreaders of Browder's ideas. KieBling reports: When Field visited 
Paul Merker in Mexico in December 1945, “Merker and Field regretted that 

that the communists of the USA were turned away from the national path laid out 
by Earl Browder” (p.127). This remark referred to the fact that the struggle of the 
American communists under the leadership of William Foster 
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The restoration of the Communist Party of the USA on May 20, 1945 led to Browder 
being removed as general secretary of the Communist Political Association, this 
organization being dissolved at the end of July 1945, the CP of the USA being 
reconstituted and Foster being re-elected as its chairman. 


As we saw above, Earl Browder's “national path” also included the idea of “rebuilding 
destroyed Europe and the Soviet Union with American financial aid,” i.e. what was 
then launched by the USA as the “Marshall Plan.” 

Its rejection was not only strongly disapproved of by the German Field and Browder 
friends. Leo Bauer published a memoir in 1956 in which he introduced himself and 
his Czech like-minded people as supporters of this original Browder idea and at the 
same time as Tito friends: “In the summer of 1948, during a stay in Prague, | had 

the opportunity to talk to some of those men , who later...found death on the gallows. 
Slansky himself, Clementis, André Simone and others told me about the events of 
1947, when Czechoslovakia spoke out in favor of the Marshall Plan and only under 
pressure from Moscow had to withdraw the consent it had already given... What 
Slansky, Clementis and others told me , was no stranger to me. Their words 
expressed great dissatisfaction with this development. Because the talks took place 
after the break of the Cominform with Tito”. (p.142). 


This is an indication that the sympathizers of Browder's ideas were also sympathizers 
of Tito's ideas. And that is basically self-evident, since Tito and the Yugoslav 
revisionists did not invent their ideas themselves, but adopted them from Browder 
and Field. Tibor Szényi — we already have him as a doctor, Dr. Hoffmann met at the 
Zurich Charité, to whom Noel Field took Bruno Goldhammer as a patient, and in the 
Rajk trial also uncovered the connections of Atan Dulles and Field to the Tito group. 
(31) Only the following is quoted from his detailed description: “Other accomplices 
and direct employees of Allan Dulles...were the Yugoslav spies. 


In particular, Mischa Lompar, who was officially the head of the Yugoslavian 
emigrant group in Zurich at the time, was in reality already an American spy anda 
direct accomplice of Dulles. Later Mischa Lompar became consul general in Zurich, 
i.e. a career diplomat... Under the political influence of Mischa Lompar, in which the 
theory of the former head of the American Communist Party, Browder, played a 
major role, these views were developed by Lompar and on behalf of the American 
secret organs Field was printed and distributed in large editions in Switzerland in 
French and German.” This is the work published by the Labor Party, which was 
already mentioned above, and with which Field opened the way for “Browderism” to 
Europe had prepared. 
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Let us once again juxtapose KieBling's core statements with which he emphasized 
what he considered to be Field's special merit, but which in reality, more than 
anything else, refutes KieBling and his convulsive efforts to present Field to us as 
a convinced communist and loyal friend of the Soviet Union: “It was particularly 
important that he (Field) advocated for them (Browder's ideas) in Europe and 
helped spread them in Switzerland and thus also among communist emigrants 
from several countries.” (p.103). And: “Even before Soviet post-war policy came 
into action in its European sphere of influence, Browder's program was a 
communist (?!KG) 

Counter-proposal. And Noel H.Field was the one who spread the word about it.” 
(p.104) 


If we take into account the assessment of “Browderism” by such outstanding 
leaders of the communist movement as William Foster and Jaques Duclos, as 
well as what KieBling himself has shown us as the essential content of Browder's 
ideas, then one cannot come to any other conclusion as a communist come to 
this: This “achievement” of Noel Field, which KieBling assessed so positively, 
confirms the opinion of those who saw Field as a particularly capable and 
therefore particularly dangerous undercover agent for Allan Dulles and therefore 
considered it necessary to take appropriate measures for protection of the young 
anti-fascist-democratic or socialist states and the leading communist and workers 


parties within them. 


Field's "merit" of having implanted "Browderism", this archetype of "modern 
revisionism", into the communist movement in Europe is so far-reaching in its 
effects that Noel Field was named after Browder and together with Tito, 
Khrushchev and Gorbachev “Place of honor” in the gallery of the most deserving 
heads of leaders of the fifth columns controlled by the imperialist secret services 
in the communist camp. Incidentally, long before KieBling began his book, in 
1972, a book about the OSS was published in the USA, which leaves no doubt 
about Field's role as an employee of Allan Dulles. The title of the book is simply: 
“OSS”. It was published by University of California Press, Berkeley, Los Angeles. 
Its author, R. 

Harris Smith, writes there (p.228) about Field's efforts to bring about a formal 
working relationship between the OSS and the "Free Germany Committee for the 
West": "The Front (organization of CALPO) was dominated by German 
communists...Field defeated "Suggested that OSS establish a formal working 
relationship with CALPO in France...Dulles, knowing the difficulties that OSS 
London had experienced in its German operations, believed that this idea had 
some merit." So he sent Field to Paris to the OSS there - 
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Headquarters. However, this project met with major reservations there. “The 
proposed alliance with the German communists was rejected.” 


The consequences of this infiltration of Browderism into the European communist 
movement underline the justification and necessity of Dimitroff's warning with 
which we introduced this Part IV. The following and final section will deal with 
considerations of these consequences. 


IV. On the role of revisionism in the defeat of socialism in Europe 


1. Does revisionism have anything to do with the defeat of socialism? 


Marx and Engels, Rosa Luxemburg and Karl Liebknecht already fought revisionism 
as a bourgeois ideology to prevent socialism, and the communist and workers' 
parties characterized revisionism at their international conferences as an agency 

of the bourgeoisie to liquidate socialism. Even in the declarations of the 
consultations of 1957 and 1960, which - as compromise products of the bitter 
struggle of the Marxist-Leninists with the representatives of the Chinese Communist 
Party at the top against the revisionists with Khrushchev as their main representative 
- represent a mixture of Marxist-Leninist and revisionist statements , states: “The 
consultation emphasizes the need to resolutely overcome revisionism and 
dogmatism in the ranks of the communist and workers' parties. ... While the 
communist parties condemn dogmatism, in the present circumstances they see 

the main danger in revisionism or, in other words, right-wing opportunism as an 
expression of bourgeois ideology that paralyzes the revolutionary energy of the 
working class and calls for the preservation or restoration of capitalism.” 


In order to weaken this concentration of fire on revisionism as the current main 
danger, the revisionists - the trio Khrushchev, Gomulka, Kadar as their main 
representatives - made the following addition as the next sentence: “However, 
dogmatism and sectarianism can also represent the main danger in certain phases 
of development of individual parties . Each communist party decides which danger 
is the main danger for it at a given time.” 


However, the Marxist-Leninists succeeded in bringing a catalog of the most 
important characteristics and objectives of modern revisionism into the document: 
“Modern revisionism strives to demonstrate the great doctrine of 

In order to discredit Marxism-Leninism, he declares it to be ‘outdated’ and claims 
that it has lost its significance for social development today. The 
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Revisionists strive to eradicate the revolutionary soul of Marxism and to shake the 
faith of the working class and the working people in socialism. They oppose the 
historical necessity of the proletarian revolution and the dictatorship of the 
proletariat in the transition from capitalism to socialism, they deny the leading role 

of the Marxist-Leninist party, they reject the principles of proletarian internationalism, 
they demand renunciation of the fundamental Leninist principles of party building 
and, above all, of democratic centralism, they demand that the communist party 

be transformed from a revolutionary fighting organization into a kind of discussion 
club.” (32) 


However, it was not possible to bring the bearers of revisionism out of their 
anonymity and to name them by name and address in the document; No wonder, 
since the name “Khrushchev” should have been right after the name “Tito”. The 
declaration of the consultation of the communist and workers’ parties of November 
1960 has the same ambiguous compromise character as that of 1957. On the one 
hand, the danger of revisionism is trivialized by asserting, in complete contradiction 
to reality: “The communist parties have the revisionists in their ranks attempts to 
dissuade them from the Marxist-Leninist path were ideologically destroyed. In the 
fight against revisionism, the individual communist parties and the world communist 
movement as a whole have become even more ideologically and organizationally 
consolidated.” 


But then - which Khrushchev managed to prevent in 1957 - a sharp labeling and 
condemnation of the revisionism of the Tito party took place (which, however - 
since only it was named - at the same time all the others and especially the most 
dangerous revisionist, Khrushchev himself, were confirmed, flawless Marxist- 
Leninist: “The communist parties have unanimously condemned the Yugoslav 
brand of international opportunism, which represents a concentrated expression 
of the 'theories' of modern revisionists. 

The leaders of the League of Communists of Yugoslavia, who betrayed Marxism- 
Leninism by declaring it obsolete, opposed the 1957 declaration with their anti- 
Leninist revisionist program. They opposed the BdKJ to the entire world communist 
movement, tore their country away from the socialist camp, made it dependent on 
the so-called help of the American and other imperialists and thereby created the 
danger that the Yugoslav people would lose the revolutionary achievements they 
had achieved in their heroic struggle. The Yugoslav revisionists are engaged in 
rooting work against the socialist camp and the world communist movement. 
Under the pretext of a non-aligned policy, they are carrying out activities that 
undermine the unity of all peace-loving forces and states. The 


263 


Machine Translated by Google 


Kurt Gossweiler: How could this happen? part 1 


Further exposure of the leaders of the Yugoslav revisionists and the active struggle to shield 
the communist movement as well as the workers' movement from the anti-Leninist ideas of 
the Yugoslav revisionists remains an indispensable task of the Marxist-Leninist parties... The 
interests of the further development of the communist and workers' movement will continue 
to require, as the Moscow Declaration of 1957 stated, a decisive struggle on two fronts: 
against revisionism, which remains the main danger, and against dogmatism and 
sectarianism. 


By distorting Marxism-Leninism and depriving it of its revolutionary spirit, revisionism, right- 
wing opportunism reflects the bourgeois ideology in theory and practice, paralyzes the 
revolutionary will of the working class, disarms and demobilizes the workers, the masses of 
the working people in the struggle against the yoke of imperialists and exploiters, in the 
struggle for peace, democracy, national liberation and the triumph of socialism.” (33) 


As apt as this characteristic was, its horse's foot was shown in the fact that all other parties 
led by revisionists and their leaders - with Khrushchev at their head - remained unnamed 
and thus had the opportunity to reinstate the now rightly branded Tito party and its leader - 
as in 1955 - as "dear comrade Tito!" to be brought back into the fortress and then to turn the 
tables on his accusers - as happened a little later. 


However, | have quoted these passages at such length for two reasons: 


First, they clearly express the Marxist insight that revisionist policies lead to the downfall of 
socialism and the restoration of capitalism. 


Secondly, the enumeration of the characteristics of revisionist politics - 

— declare Marxism-Leninism obsolete 

— eradicate the revolutionary soul of Marxism, 

— shake the conviction of the working people in the rightness of socialism, 
— denial of the necessity of the proletarian revolution, 

— denial of the dictatorship of the proletariat, 


— Denial and negation of the leading role of the Marxist-Leninist 


Political party, 


— Rejection of the principles of proletarian internationalism, 
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— Renunciation of the fundamental Leninist principles of party building, especially 
democratic centralism, 


— Transformation of the communist party from a revolutionary one 
Combat organization into a kind of discussion club, 


There is no doubt that the politics of not only Tito, but also Khrushchev, Gomulka 
and Kadar were revisionist and would therefore lead to the liquidation of socialism if 
they were not stopped. However, this did not happen, but it was continued and led 
by Gorbachev to the completion, i.e. to the complete liquidation of socialism in the 
Soviet Union and in the European socialist states. 


These statements contain the answer to the question of the causes of the defeat of 
socialism in Europe at the end of the century that we expected and hoped would be 
the century of the irreversible triumph of socialism, the century of final liberation of 
the majority of humanity from the rule of capital. 


This answer is: Because revisionism - despite the warnings of the councils of the 
communist parties about revisionism as the main danger to the existence of 
socialism - triumphed over Marxism-Leninism in the leading party of the socialist 
camp, the CPSU, imperialism was able to triumph over socialism in the Soviet Union 
and Europe. As obvious as it should be for every Marxist to say that socialism can 
only be successfully built on the path of scientific socialism, but that any deviation 
from this path ruins socialism, it is not. 


And unfortunately, among those who contradict this statement and seek to refute it 
are also tried and trained communists such as the anti-fascist, Spanish fighter and 
university professor in questions of Marxism-Leninism, Comrade Fred Miller, who 
died last year. In various articles and in two large special issues of “offen-siv” he put 
forward - in addition to many things that | could only wholeheartedly agree with - 
theses that | argued with him about during his lifetime and about which | shared my 
cooperative dispute wanted to lead him further. His death prevented that. But these 
theses of his cannot remain unchallenged, firstly because, in my opinion, they do 
not bring about clarification but rather confusion, and secondly, precisely because 
they come from him and must therefore be taken seriously. 


Fred Muller's explanation, in short, goes like this: The decline of socialism is not the 
result of wrong policies, but the result of it being the result of... 
The lack of world revolution not only remained weaker than that all the time 
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Imperialism, but after the Soviet Union's victory in the Second World War became 
even weaker in relation to imperialism than before the war. 

That's why his downfall was inevitable, because only the balance of power 
decides whether victory or defeat, not the higher quality of society. Fred Muller 
reads it like this: “On the main question of 'who - whom’, Lenin never made a 
secret of the fact that it would be the stronger who decided it in his favor. 

... If a really existing socialist society no longer has the economic potential to 
guarantee the necessary political and military independence in the international 
balance of power, it is exposed to decline and ultimately defeat. ... Since the 
October Revolution, the international showdown has been relentlessly on the 
agenda for the two antagonistic systems from day one and was decided not by 
who had the historically higher level of social development, but by who had the 
power necessary to maintain their order! 34) 


Fred Müller severely misinterpreted Lenin with these sentences. Lenin never said 
that in the battle of “Who-Whom?” the strongest must legally win. If that were the 
case, there would be no need to start the fight. Because every new social order 
that emerges from the old one is initially the weaker part for a long time. Rather, 
Lenin said that the battle of who-whom would ultimately be decided by higher 
labor productivity. 


Muller did not take into account and did not mention that in the first three decades 
of its existence, the Soviet Union made up for a large part of Russia's deficit due 
to the higher labor productivity of the socialist planned economy and after only 
two decades, at the beginning of the Second World War, it was already in the list 
of industrial powers took second place behind the USA and was able, after its 
attack on the Soviet Union, to destroy the largest and strongest imperialist war 
machine to date, that of German fascism. 


Fred Muller noted that the “unstoppable” — as he believes — decline began in the 
1950s. (p.28). But he did not take note of the fact that the social and economic 
policy that had previously been guided by scientific socialism was being replaced 
by a social and economic policy in the Soviet Union after the 20th century. At the 
1957 Congress, a policy was pursued that increasingly exhibited the characteristics 
listed above, which were listed by the 1957 Council as characteristics of modern 
revisionism. It is striking that his view of history does not include a sharp 
confrontation with revisionism in the communist movement. 
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You will even look for the term modern revisionism in him in vain. 

Instead, we find this in him: “Some look for the reasons in the degeneration of the 
system, above all in the penetration of the ideologically corrosive influence of the 
class enemy. Furthermore, in the political and professional incompetence, the 
mistakes and misconduct, which could even take on a criminal character, of the 
responsible officials... The Soviet Union, which has existed for almost a century, has 
proven that it was not any errors and mistakes that threatened its existence, but 
rather the loss of the material, especially economic, foundations for maintaining the 
system." (p.17) 


Fred Muller denies one of the indisputable Marxist findings here: namely, that since 
socialism is a science, the construction of the socialist order can only be successful 

if it is carried out scientifically, i.e. that victory or defeat not only depends on objective 
conditions, but of course also depend on whether the leading party's policies 
correspond to social conditions and whether they know and take economic laws into 
account. 


But Fred Muller doesn't have any of this, and that's why he doesn't even ask the 
question of where it came from that in the Soviet Union "the system could suddenly 
degenerate" and "the material, especially economic, foundations for maintaining the 
Systems’ were lost. Because he knows with certainty that the reason for this lies “not 
in subjective actions” but in the fact that “the consequences of the war that the Soviet 
Union waged and won against fascism not only meant the liberation of the peoples 
of their own country and of many peoples of the world, but also initiated their own 
decline and defeat and made it unavoidable!" (p.28.) If Fred Müller's explanation for 
the downfall of the Soviet Union and the European socialist states allied with it were 
correct, then it would be It can only be explained by a miracle that socialist Cuba has 
still withstood the overwhelming US imperialism even 12 years after the loss of its 
strongest economic, political and military support. Why didn't he see this himself and 
instead present us with a statement that acquits Gorbachev of the accusation of 
having actively contributed to the downfall of the Soviet Union, but rather assigns him 
the rank of executor of the verdict of history? 


Because — as Fred Miller said again: “Did the expansion through the countries of the 
Socialist Community of States mean a noticeable improvement? No, on the contrary. 
In addition to the other international obligations, it meant an additional heavy burden 

for the Soviet Union.” (p.31). Finally, this argument 
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by Fred Müller: “Only through the victorious world revolution is the final victory of 
socialism guaranteed. Because this prerequisite was not present, this is the main 
reason that the conditions for the development of the superior power of imperialism 
could become so effective that the decline and defeat of actually existing socialism 
could no longer be prevented." (p.17.) 


It must be surprising that Fred Muller, on the one hand, complains that “the victorious 
world revolution” did not happen and saw this as a cause for the inevitability of 
decline and defeat in the battle of “Who-Whom?”, but on the other hand, the events 
that actually took place the world revolution, which was taking place in stages, 
namely the expansion of the sphere of power of socialism "through the countries of 
the Socialist Community of States", was also explained as the cause of the 
inevitability of the defeat - because of the "additional heavy burden on the Soviet 
Union", which led to to give the USA a “large, very rapidly growing economic 
advantage”. 

(p.29). 


It did not occur to Fred Muller that it would not mean a strengthening but rather a 
weakening of imperialism. 


— if his sphere of power and exploitation extends to half of Europe, according to the 
Soviet Union largest and most populous country in the world, around China, around North Korea and 
Vietnam, was downsized; — when he was military in Korea and Vietnam 

suffered defeats because its monopoly on nuclear weapons was broken and 
socialism gained a foothold on every continent except Australia; 


- if this meant that limits were placed on imperialism's limitless pursuit of squeezing 
super profits from all other countries and peoples, because the socialist camp offered 
them support in their fight for independence and defense against imperialist attempts 
at blackmail! 


Fred Muller doesn't see any of this - instead: a strengthening of imperialism by 
shrinking its sohere of power and a weakening of socialism by expanding its sphere 
of influence to a third instead of a sixth of the globe! 


What | also missed about Fred Müller was that, in his search for the causes of the 
defeat, he did not at least ask the question of whether the split in the socialist camp 
caused by the Soviet Union's hostile confrontation with People's China also 
contributed to the weakening of socialism. And | wonder whether he would also have 
explained this division as being independent of politics, just a consequence of 
objective circumstances. 
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Fred Muller's postulate that the defeat was explained solely as the result of 
objective circumstances cannot be upheld by himself: As we have seen, on the 
one hand he explains that it was not the mistakes of the Soviet politicians that 
caused the defeat, but the lack of a world revolution. But why did she stay away? 
If he had been consistent, he would have had to cite objective facts for this too. 
But how did he actually explain their absence? In a response to objections from 
me (35) to some points of his presentation, he wrote: “The betrayal of the social 
democracy was decisive in preventing Red October from turning into the victory of 
the world revolution.” (36) 


But if the betrayal of social democracy could cause the failure of the world 
revolution, then why should “the betrayal of revisionism” not be able to cause the 
failure of the victory of socialism? 


So let us no longer be deterred from taking a closer look at the role of revisionism 
in the defeat of socialism. 


2. On the problem of objective and subjective causes of the defeat of socialism 


The fact that there are opportunist and revisionist tendencies, even currents, in 
the communist movement does not pose any difficulties in explanation. A real 
problem, however, is the fact that revisionism in the mother party of Marxism- 
Leninism, the CPSU, was able to gain the upper hand over Marxism-Leninism. 


Now this event is not without precedent in the history of the labor movement. 
Something very similar already happened to the mother party of Marxism, the 
Social Democratic Party of Germany, which Marx and Engels supported with 
advice and action from its founding. 


It might seem that this would make it easier to answer the question of why this 
could happen: similar events usually have similar causes. And the answer to the 
question of the causes and also the reasons for the victory of revisionism in the 
parties of the Il. 

Internationals already had Marx and Engels in their rudimentary form and, after them, 
Lenin gave them a fundamental and universal approach. 


As early as 1858, Friedrich Engels pointed out in a letter to Marx the connection 
between the exploitation of the world by the English bourgeoisie and the 
bourgeoisization of the English working class, writing that “the English proletariat 
is actually becoming more and more bourgeois, so that this most bourgeois of all 
nations finally seems to want to become a bourgeois 
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To have aristocracy and a bourgeois proletariat alongside the bourgeoisie. In a 
nation that exploits the entire world, this is to a certain extent justified.” (37) 


Lenin wrote above all in his work “Imperialism as the Highest Stage of Capitalism” 
and in numerous other works — particularly the writings “Opportunism and the 
Collapse of the Second International”, written in January 1916, and “The Imperialism 
and the Split in Socialism,” written in December 1916, highlighted the connection 
between imperialism and opportunism. In his main work on imperialism he wrote: 
“Imperialism, which means the division of the world and the exploitation not only of 
China, which means monopolistic high profits for a handful of the richest countries, 
creates and nourishes the economic opportunity to bribe the upper strata of the 
proletariat , thereby shaping and strengthening opportunism. ... Imperialism has 
the tendency to single out privileged categories even among the workers and to 
separate them from the mass of the proletariat.” (38) The emergence and growth 
of revisionism in the parties of the Second International are therefore causally 
linked to changes in the economy, with the transition from capitalism of free 
competition to monopoly capitalism, to imperialism. 


What could be more obvious than to look for the causes for the emergence and 
victory of revisionism in communist parties in changes in the economy, and 
explanations that look for the causes not only there, but also in politics, are un- 
Marxist, idealistic and to feel personalistic.. 


Even Rolf Vellay, who had already seen and written in 1989: “Mikhail Gorbachev 
as General Secretary, that is the counter-revolution at the head of the CPSU! 
Mikhail Gorbachev as President of the USSR, that is the end of socialism in the 
Soviet Union!", objected in a letter to me dated May 18, 1998, against my 
explanation of the reasons for the victory of revisionism in the Soviet Union: "As 
interesting as it is if You trace the lines of ideological conflict in the CPSU and in 
the world communist movement... for me it doesn't answer the question of how it 
‘could have come to this' with complete satisfaction. | think, ultimately, political 
changes of a fundamental nature have their roots in the economy. In the 


The reformists were therefore able to defend the once revolutionary German social democracy 

In the end they gain predominance because the developing imperialism created 
material conditions with the help of Bismarck's social legislation on the one hand 

and the ‘social’ work of entrepreneurs such as Krupp, Bosch and Abbé on the one hand 
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for the spreading illusion of the ‘peaceful path’, of 'growing into socialism’, without 
this improvement in the social situation, which is already noticeable under 
capitalism for some of the workers and the emerging layer of functionaries of the 
workers' movement, combined with the hope that over time it would get even 
better for even larger parts of the proletariat - that was the prerequisite for 
Bernstein and his colleagues to be able to find support with their reformism. 
Conversely, | think that the revisionists in the CPSU and ultimately in the parties 
of the other European socialist countries did not gain the upper hand because the 
principled, revolutionary comrades made political mistakes - e.g. B., as you state 
at the end of your article (39), 'not to express the differences openly in front of the 
masses' - but that the unsatisfactory results of socialist economics provided the 
revisionists with the platform to ultimately gain the preponderance in the decisive 
party committees. 


Rolf was of course right when he stated that all fundamental political changes 

have their ultimate cause in economics. But just — in the last resort! And sometimes 
through a long chain of intermediaries in the non-economic area! Without 
researching and knowing these mediating elements, directly concluding that 
economics is the cause must lead to misjudgments, as happened to Rolf in this 
case. 

Drawing analogies from the “old” revisionism in the parties of the Second 
International to the “modern” revisionism in the parties of the Third, the Communist 
International, all too easily lead to false conclusions if they ignore the serious 
differences that, despite fundamental similarities exist between the two. 


3. Similarities and differences between “old” and “modern” revisionism 


What the old and the new, "modern" revisionism have in common is that both 
sought to displace and replace revolutionary anti-capitalism and anti-imperialism 
within the revolutionary Marxist or Marxist-Leninist workers’ movement with an 
ideology and practice of reformism, class cooperation, and that both very soon 
became agencies of the bourgeoisie, instruments of bourgeois counter-revolution. 


One reason for this is that the bourgeoisie keeps a watchful eye on all political 
organizations, a particularly watchful eye on the communist parties, and that it 
fights the organizations that it considers dangerous not only through repression 
but also through diversion. Their responsible organs follow intra-party disputes in 
the communist parties with the greatest attention, and every intra-party opposition 
has one 
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magical attraction for employees of these organs. They seek contact with such 
opposition groups in all possible and impossible ways, but not just contact, but the 


opportunity to influence such opposition groups - be it from outside, but even better 
from within - and ultimately steer them in a desired direction. 


But the task that the old revisionism of the socialist and social democratic parties 
set itself, and that faced by the modern one 

Revisionism in the ruling communist and workers' parties, despite unity in goal, 
were downright contradictory: 


The old revisionism aimed to prevent the revolutionary overthrow of the existing 
order, capitalism, and thus to preserve the existing order, somewhat reformed. 


Modern revisionism had and has the goal of eliminating the existing order, socialism, 
through “liberalization” and a gradual return to capitalist conditions. 


The “old” and “modern” revisionism also emerged in different ways. Although both 
grew out of the soil of imperialism, they did so in very different ways and under very 
different conditions. 


The old revisionism emerged, as already discussed above, as an ideological and 
political current of the upper layers of the working class, privileged by imperialism, 
who had made peace with the existing capitalist order. This current and its 
ideologists and spokesmen at the top of the social democracy found the strong 
support of the brightest representatives of the imperialist bourgeoisie. Wherever 
the revisionist leaders got control of the party, they transformed it into parties for 
which Kurt Tucholsky found the apt image of a radish: red on the outside and white 
on the inside. During the First World War it became clear that these parties had 
already become bourgeois workers' parties and thus pillars of the imperialist order, 
agencies of imperialism in the working class. 


Modern revisionism arose differently. 


| do not attribute the left and right currents that existed in the history of the 
communist movement and especially in the CPSU in the years before the Second 
World War to modern revisionism, but to its own 

precursors. This is because they never managed to formulate such a comprehensive 
counter-program as that first drawn up by Browder and then by the Yugoslav 
revisionists under the leadership of Tito 
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further developed program of the League of Communists of Yugoslavia, the core 
content of which was described in the declaration of the international Moscow 
consultation of November 1957, and which - systematized and codified - in 1958 
at the Ljubljana party congress of the Tito party as a counter-program to that which 
was still based on Marxism-Leninism program of the CPSU was adopted. 


The peculiarity of the emergence of modern revisionism is that its first steps already 
enjoyed the expectant blessing of US imperialism: We recall the White House's 
justification with which Browder was released from prison - the release was "in the 
interest the unity of the national front” — and that it was Allan Dulles’ confidant, Noel 
Field, who was responsible for the dissemination of Browder’s theses among the 
members of the European communist parties, especially among the German, 
Czech, Polish and Hungarian communist emigrants , cared. 


At the birth of the original form of modern revisionism, “Browderism”, US state 
organs were if not midwives, then at least godfathers and development workers. 
And it didn't just stay that way, but the concern of the imperialist secret services for 
the welfare and prosperity of modern revisionism became more and more intense, 
especially after the formation of anti-fascist democratic and socialist states in 
Eastern Europe. 


Browder's "national united front" theses were, on the one hand, the product of the 
enormous pressure of American capitalism and its state on the communist 
movement (threat of ban!) and on himself (sentence to four years in prison), and 
on the other hand of the very unusual and previously for the seemingly impossible 
alliance between the imperialist leading power, the USA, and the socialist Soviet 
Union, which had been ostracized for so long and declared an evil empire, in the 
anti-Hitler coalition and, finally, the efforts of the US secret service to link the 
Communist Party of the USA to the Soviet Union and the Comintern solve it and 
transform it into a reformist organization that supports the system. 


Browder's work as general secretary of the CP USA after his release from prison 

was entirely in line with the fulfillment of the wishes of the rulers: dissolution of the 

CP and its transformation into an association, separation not only organizationally 

but also politically and ideologically from the Comintern and the CPSU , 

Announcement of the postponement of the socialist objective in favor of the 

formation of a permanent cross-class national united front, on the grounds that this 

was the contribution of the communists in the USA to the continuation of the 

cooperation between the USA and the USSR even after the war and thus to securing peace. 
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When Browder initially managed to win over the majority of party members to his 
"national path" and to the transformation of the party into a "political association", 
the US specialists in the fight against communism very quickly recognized that 
"Browderism" If it was possible to internationalize it and implant it in all communist 
parties, especially in those that would soon be governing parties in Eastern 
Europe, it would be capable of providing, alongside Trotskyism, a new, effective 
weapon for weakening and disintegrating the communist movement from within 
become. We have seen the practical conclusions drawn from this using the 
example of the work of Noel and Hermann Field. 


Field and Dulles were highly satisfied with the results of the efforts of just two 


years, up to 1946, to plant the seeds of modern revisionism in other communist 
parties: 


The Communist Party of Yugoslavia, which had now become the ruling party, was 
dominated exclusively by advocates of modern revisionism. (40) Yugoslavia was 
developed into a counter center against the Soviet Union by the leaders of the 
CPJ with the top trio Tito, Kardelj and Rankovic in coordination with the British 
and US intelligence services, while the CPJ itself played the role of a Trojan horse 
of imperialism in the fortress of the communist parties and at the same time took 
on the role of a leading center of modern revisionism for the bases in other 
communist parties. 


While the communist parties in Eastern Europe were still fighting against the 
fascist occupiers, some of them had officials who were based on nationalist, anti- 
Soviet, pro-Western, i.e. Browder and Tito, 

Positions were in place, we managed to fill key positions: 


Since 1943, the Polish Workers' Party had had First Secretary Wladylaw Gomulka, 
on whom Tito had high hopes that he would succeed in transforming the PAP into 
a party modeled on the KPJ. (41) 


In the Hungarian Communist Party it was Laszlo Rajk (42) — a member of the 
Communist Party since the early 1930s, 1931 arrest by the 

Horthy police, released after he submitted a declaration of readiness 
Cooperation with the police had signed in 1937 on behalf of the 

Police authority to Spain to the Rakosi Battalion, expelled from the party there in 
June 1938, interned in France in the Vernet camp in 1939, there joined a 

Group of Yugoslav Trotskyists and visit also by Noel Field, brought to work in 
Germany in 1941, returned from there to Budapest in August 1941 - 
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who succeeded - since the comrades knew nothing about everything that was bothering him - 
first to become secretary of the Budapest party organization, and after the overthrow of the 
fascist Szalasi regime and the formation of the first communist 

led government of the Hungarian Republic in February 1946 even to become Minister of the 
Interior in the government that was headed by Imre Nagy as Prime Minister - this too - as 
would become clear ten years later - 

Partisan of Tito. (43) 


In the Communist Party of Bulgaria, Traitscho Kostoff became 1st in March 1945. 
Secretary of the Central Committee and thus Georgi Dimitroff's deputy in Bulgaria until his 
return from Moscow at the end of 1945. Kostoff worked with the English and Yugoslavian 
secret services. (44) 


In the Communist Party of Czechoslovakia, the post of general secretary was held by Rudolf 
Slansky, a member since 1921 and a leading official of the party since the late 1920s. He 
used his power to install people in key positions in the state and economic apparatus who 
were known to him to harbor hostile, anti-communist and anti-Soviet, pro-Western and pro- 
Titoist attitudes, as well as those with ties to imperialist secret services and hostile ones, 
including Zionist organizations were also known to him. In this way, as the prosecution put it, 
he became the head of a subversive conspiracy center. (45) At this point we should remember 
Leo Bauer's report on his meeting with Slansky, Clementis and André Simone in the summer 
of 1948, in which he expressed their great dissatisfaction with "the pressure from Moscow" to 
withdraw their consent to the Marshall Plan and on “The Cominform's break with Tito” was 
described. (p.42) 


In the German Democratic Republic, many of Field's friends and those he supported in 
emigration held important positions in the party, in the state apparatus, in mass organizations 
and in the cultural and media sectors. 

The person with whom Field had maintained closest relations, Paul Merker, had, as expected, 
become a member of the SED's Politburo, as had Franz Dahlem, whom Field also knew from 
his internment in France. 


Field himself only returned to the States for a short time after the end of the war, but, as we 
have already seen, he tried to find employment in the GDR or Czechoslovakia. As quoted 
from the Matern report, Field “was dismissed from his American position in order to integrate 
him into the German Democratic Republic..for supporting the communists. To give him a 
foundation in CSR, the Un-American Committee publicly indicts him as a communist agent.” 
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The real reason for him staying in Europe was that the real work for him was only 
just beginning: now that his “protégés” held high and highest positions in the 
communist-ruled countries, the connection with them only became really valuable 
and of the greatest importance Importance. Creating the network while emigrating 
was just preparatory work. Now the more important part lay ahead: putting this 
network into action, working with it and, if possible, making it even denser by 
acquiring new addresses! This work could not be delegated to anyone else - its 
success rested entirely on the trust that Field had built with his "protégés". 


We had already learned about Field's efforts to gain new additional addresses in 
the Matern report. KieBling also mentioned these efforts. 

Through Walter Bartel, Field met Franz Dahlem in Bartel's apartment. “One result 
of Dahlem's meeting with Field was undoubtedly that USC donations were agreed 
between Field and the VVN (Association of those Persecuted by the Nazi Regime, 
KG), represented by Helmut Bock.” (KieBling, p.132). 


KieBling apparently came to this view through the statement in the resolution of 

the SED Central Committee of December 20, 1952, in which it was stated: “He 
(Field) tried several times to obtain lists of victims of fascism and therefore turned 
to the Central Secretariat of the SED . However, since he was rejected here, he 
made fake telephone calls to establish a connection with the Berlin Main Committee 
of Victims of Fascism, where, after several meetings, he actually managed to 
obtain a list of 25 names. 


Both representations are not correct. When Helmut Bock, who was my friend, 
once told me about this encounter with Field, | asked him to write it down. He did. 
Here is his report from July 17, 1992: “According to my no longer precise memory, 
it may have been in the warmer season of 1948, in any case it was before the 
split, when | received a letter in my office (I was head of the... Main office of 
victims of fascism in the Berlin magistrate) received a call from the American 
military government. The man on the line introduced himself as Noel Field and he 
summoned me to Walter Bartel's apartment, who was living in Schöneberg at the 
time, | can't remember the street, for an interview. As | climbed the stairwell at the 
appointed time, a tall, very slim man came towards me from above, who said to 
me that he was Field, that no one was at Bartels’ house, he asked me to take a 
seat in his street cruiser, and up During the trip a conversation took place: He was 
an employee of an aid organization of the American military government, and they 
wanted to provide material support to victims of fascism. An appointment was 
made for me to come along if | wanted 
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one of my employees was supposed to find himself in an office of the American 
occupying forces. That's what happened, | went there with my comrade Ilse Haak 
(no longer alive) (| can't remember the location of the office). 

Field received us and directed us to a middle-aged woman, and then ignored us 
and sat at a desk somewhere in the back of the room. 

The woman told us that they would like to support the victims of fascism with 
valuable food (care packages), not only the Berliners, but also the OdF in the area 
of the Soviet occupation zone. If we could, we should provide her with a 
corresponding address list. At first we were pleasantly touched by what we thought 
was a humane gesture. However, in discussions with comrades in the Central 
Committee, we were warned that the Americans might have underhanded 
purposes in this, and the American woman's request was not granted. Address 
lists have not been handed over.” 


At least not from Helmut Bock. After the failure with Helmut Bock, Field apparently 
found other ways to get new addresses with the help of his influential friends. 
Incidentally, it deserves attention that Field, who was allegedly accused in the 
USA of being a communist friend, was in Berlin, as a member of the US military 
government, tasked with collecting addresses of victims of fascism, most of whom 
were communists! 


4. Imperialism weakened but equipped with new weapons 


The defeat of fascist German imperialism was at the same time a defeat of world 
imperialism, since it had destroyed a weapon that it had developed and equipped 
over many years as a wedge that was supposed to hit the Soviet Union in the 
heart. The victory of the Soviet Army over fascism was at the same time a victory 
for the peoples fighting for their liberation from national and colonial oppression 
and plunder by imperialism. In a short time, the world revolutionary process made 
such progress that the border between imperialism and socialism was moved 
westward to the Elbe in Europe and to the Sea of China in Asia. The strangling 
capitalist encirclement of the Soviet Union was broken, the period of “socialism in 
one country” was over, and the period of the socialist camp had begun, which 
already covered a third of the globe, including highly developed industrial countries 
such as the GDR and the Czechoslovakia. 


This opened up the prospect of a development that would be extremely alarming 
for imperialism: if this socialist camp became one 

Economic community would grow together and be managed according to a unified 
plan by a common management center, which would apparently develop into the 
Council for Mutual Economic Assistance, founded in 1949 
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There was a real danger for imperialism, but there was a real chance for humanity 
that this socialist camp would, in the same stormy step as the Soviet Union did in 
the years 1917 to 1941, reduce its deficit compared to the capitalist world and, at 
the end of the century, the world could have changed so much that one would now 
have to turn the word about the capitalist encirclement of the only socialist country 
and speak of the socialist encirclement of the remaining capitalism. 


Such a perspective was by no means unreal, as the peoples of Asia - 

Korea, Vietnam, Laos, India, Indonesia, the Philippines, Central and South 
America and Africa, spurred on by the victory of the Soviet Union over the German 
and Japanese aggressors and by the exhilarating victory of the Chinese people's 
revolution, had begun to fight for their liberation to fight from the colonial and semi- 
colonial yoke. 


In any case, this much was clear: just as the main content of the history of the first 
half of the 20th century was the struggle of the old capitalist social order against 
the new, emerging socialist social order struggling to maintain itself, so would the 
main content of the second half and thus of the The entire twentieth century will 
be the systemic conflict between capitalism and socialism. 


In this struggle, the old capitalist social order has so far had to oppose the new, 
socialist one with a huge superiority in the development of productive forces in all 
areas. It was therefore many times stronger in all areas - economically, politically, 
militarily - than the Soviet order that came to power in a ruined country with a 
poorly developed industry that had been largely destroyed by the war. 


And yet it had not been able to prevent the rise of the socialist power to become 
the number two world power! 


Its chances of surviving the next round of conflict in the second half of the century 
would have been very slim if it had only had to counter socialism with its economic 
superiority, as it has done so far. 


But during the war imperialism had developed two new weapons for its fight 
against socialism, which it hoped would ensure rapid and final success. 


Firstly, that was the atomic bomb, and secondly, that was the Trojan horse of 
Browderism, the new revisionism. 
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The atomic bombs on Hiroshima and Nagasaki on August 6th and 9th, 1945, with 
which the USA pilots extinguished the lives of hundreds of thousands of Japanese, 
were, as everyone knows, or at least should know, irrelevant to the outcome of 
the war. Japan's defeat and early surrender were already certain. On the same 
day that the US pilot dropped his bomb on Nagasaki, August 9th, the Soviet Union 
entered the war against Japan. What this meant for the decision to go to war is 
discussed in a five-volume “History of the War in the Pacific,” written by Japanese 
authors, that “this news was a stunning blow to the leaders of the Japanese 
government... Not even the use of the atomic bomb resulted in Changes in state 
policy determined by the Supreme Council for Warfare... However, the entry of 
the Soviet Union into the war destroyed all hopes of being able to continue it." (46) 
The Soviet army destroyed the largest Japanese army, the Kwantung, in just ten 
days -Army in mainland China. On September 2, 1945, Japan surrendered 
unconditionally. 


Of course, President Truman knew that Japan's surrender was imminent even 
without the atomic bombing. But this demonstration of sole possession of a 
weapon with incomparable destructive power was actually aimed at a completely 
different addressee - the Soviet Union. It should be made clear to their leaders 
that their country is at risk of nuclear annihilation if they continue to stand in the 
way and resist the reorganization of the world according to the wishes and 
demands of the USA. 


The nuclear weapons monopoly also awakened the desire in British Prime Minister 
Churchill to use the atomic bomb to achieve what he had failed to achieve in the 
wars of intervention: destroy Soviet power. Richard J. 

Aldrich reports on this in his book on British and American intelligence in the Cold 
War: (47) “In May 1945, in the days of Germany's defeat, Churchill ordered plans 
to be drawn up for war against the Soviet Union... Churchill's stated goal was the 
‘elimination of Russia’. The plan was codenamed "Operation Unthinkable” and 
was not declassified until 1999. It called for hundreds of thousands of British and 
American troops, supported by 100,000 rearmed German soldiers, to launch a 
surprise attack against theirs to unleash war-weary Eastern allies. At the same 
time, the RAF would attack Soviet cities from bases in northern Europe. ...The 
Chiefs of Staff - Brooke, Cunningham and Tedder - were horrified by Churchill's 
idea... They knew this would be a war the West could not win. ...Why did Churchill 
think the West could take on the Soviets in the summer of 1945? The answer was 
clear — the arrival of nuclear weapons. ... Brooke wrote in his 
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Diary ‘Churchill now saw himself in sole possession of the bombs and able to drop them 
wherever he wanted, thus omnipotent and able to dictate to Stalin.” (pp.56-63). 


If the monopoly possession of nuclear weapons was the USA's silver bullet for the 
external attack on the Soviet Union, Browderism, which had developed into modern 
revisionism, was to be the conquest of the socialist fortress from within. 


Very quickly, however, the Soviet leaders, with the support of the leaders of the 
communist and workers' parties, dashed the imperialist hopes of the effectiveness of 
these miracle weapons. 


President Truman had already said at the Potsdam Conference (July 17-August 2, 1945) 
tried to persuade Stalin to give in by announcing that the USA had developed a new 
weapon of unprecedented destructive power. Much to his disappointment, Stalin was 
not at all impressed by this. Truman later wrote in surprise that “the Russian prime 
minister” had shown “no particular interest.” (48) 


Even worse: On September 25, 1949, the USA's monopoly on nuclear weapons was 
broken by the successful testing of a Soviet atomic bomb! 


The Soviet leadership, under Stalin's leadership, ensured that American imperialism's 
dream of achieving world domination through the nuclear weapons monopoly was over. 


The speculation on the second miracle weapon of imperialism, on its Trojan horse, 
modern revisionism that has become the state, Tito revisionism, fared no better. 


The Tito leadership of the CPJ single-mindedly pursued the goal of achieving a unification 
of Bulgaria and Albania with Yugoslavia - under the false pretext that the Communist 
International had already done so since the 1920s 

to realize the propagated goal of a Balkan federation under socialist auspices, but in 
reality with the aim of creating a bloc in the Balkans that was removed from the influence 
of the Soviet Union and was intended to counteract it in the other socialist states. 


However, this objective was only known to the inner circle of the KPJ leadership. 
Outwardly, it implemented a policy that gave outsiders the impression that Yugoslavia 
was the socialist country most emulating the Soviet Union and the most “Sovietized” of 
all. It also seemed that way to us comrades in the GDR. | will never forget the following 
episode: In the 
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One day - it must have been in May or June 1948 - the development of the 
countries of people's democracy was on the curriculum at the Berlin state party 
school of the SED. Comrade Kurt Schneiderwind from the SED Central Committee 
came to us as a speaker. He gave Yugoslavia the highest marks of all the people's 
democratic states because, as he said, Yugoslavia's level of development as a 
socialist state was closest to that of the Soviet Union. 

This didn't surprise us at all, because we all saw it that way, because our reporting 
had given Yugoslavia exactly this kind of picture so far. And for a long time it was 
seen exactly that way in the Soviet Union. This was also confirmed by Soviet 
Foreign Minister AY Vyshinsky, who said in the summer of 1948 about Yugoslavia's 
relations with the Soviet Union: “After the victory over Hitler's Germany, the most 
fraternal relations were established between the Soviet Union and Yugoslavia, 
important decisions were made in Yugoslavia economically, militarily and politically 
in the international arena, which we considered one of our most loyal and 
ideological allies.” (49) 


This explains why, when the “Information Office of the Communist and Workers’ 
Parties” was founded in September 1947, Belgrade was chosen as its headquarters. 
(50) This also explains why at the beginning of 1948 nothing seemed to stand in 

the way of the creation of the Balkan Federation, since Georgi Dimitroff, Prime 
Minister of Bulgaria, had also approved it. 


But by the spring of 1948, the Yugoslav leadership had begun to express an 
increasingly hostile attitude toward the Soviet Union, which ultimately led to the 
Soviet leadership, after its letters and protests had been ineffective, expelling its 
advisors and military specialists from Yugoslavia in April 1948 withdrew. But that 
was exactly what the Yugoslav leadership had intended. It began to realize what 
the Tito leadership's intention had already been revealed to Traitscho Kostoff in 
November 1944 by Kardelj, Tito's closest associate, during his stay in Sofia: “The 
Americans and English, Kardelj said, were determined to stop under no 
circumstances should countries that wanted to be liberated from the Soviet army 
break away from the bloc of Western forces. On this basis, a certain agreement 
had already been reached during the war between Tito on the one hand and the 
Americans and British on the other. ... Kardelj stated that the Yugoslav government 
intended to ask the USSR that Soviet troops leave Yugoslavia as soon as hostilities 
on its territory were completed. ‘But this is not enough,’ Kardelj told me, 'the Soviet 
troops must also leave Bulgaria, because the Americans and the British are 
extremely interested in Soviet influence spreading south of the country 
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Danube not penetrated.'. Kardelj noted that Tito and, in general, the entire 
Yugoslav leadership saw an immediate annexation of Bulgaria to Yugoslavia as 
the best means of achieving this goal, whereby the idea of the Federation of 
Southern Slavs, which was extremely popular among the peoples of Yugoslavia 
and Bulgaria, could be exploited in the interests of the Yugoslav leadership. 
‘Then,’ Kardelj explained to me, ‘Bulgaria will no longer be considered an enemy 
state, it will become part of an allied power, and the presence of Soviet troops on 
its territory will turn out to be superfluous, unjustified.’ 


Nothing came of the “immediate annexation” at the time because, as Kostoff 
testified, a categorical warning was received from Georgi Dimitroff from Moscow 
that “one should not hurry with an annexation of Bulgaria to Yugoslavia.” The 
federation “could have undesirable consequences without prior foreign policy 
preparation In March 1945, Kostoff received a visit from another member of the 
Yugoslav leadership, Milovan Djilas. He was dissatisfied with the fact that Kostoff 
had not succeeded in pushing through immediate annexation and declared that 
“despite the failure, our common goal will not be removed from the agenda.” (51) 


Kostoff had various discussions about the question of how Bulgaria could finally 
be annexed to Yugoslavia, including with Tito himself, the last with him in 
November 1947, and then several discussions with the Yugoslav representative 
in Bulgaria, Cicmil. During his last conversation with Cicmil, in April 1948, he 
informed him that Tito had instructed him to announce to Kostoff "the imminent 
final severance of relations between Yugoslavia, on the one hand, and the USSR 
and the countries of the people's democracy, on the other." (52) The announced 
The break was then carried out by Tito by making the proposal of the Soviet 
Union and the other parties of the Information Office to “examine the situation in 
the Yugoslav Communist Party at the meeting of the Information Office on the 
same, normal party-wide basis on which at the first meeting of the Information 
Office Information offices discussed the activities of other communist parties” (53) 
was rejected on the grounds that the Yugoslavian Communist Party would be in 
a “not equal position” if such advice was given. In the resolution of the consultation 
of the other parties of the Information Office - i.e. the Bulgarian Workers' Party, 
the Romanian Workers’ Party, the Hungarian Working People's Party, the Polish 
Workers' Party, the Communist Party of the Soviet Union - which was then held 
in Romania in the second half of June 1948 without the participation of the 
representatives of the Yugoslavian Communist Party (Bolsheviks), the CP of 
France, the CP of Czechoslovakia and the CP of Italy - it was said: 
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“In an effort to evade the fair criticism of the fraternal parties in the information 
bureau, the Yugoslav leaders invented the version of their alleged 'non-equal 
situation’. It must be said that not a single word is true in this version. It is well 
known that when the Communist parties founded the Inform Bureau, they started 
from the undeniable fact that each party is accountable to the Inform Bureau, just 
as each party has the right to criticize the other parties. At the first consultation of 
the nine communist parties, the Yugoslav Communist Party largely made use of 
this right. The Yugoslavs' refusal to account for their actions before the Information 
Bureau and to listen to the critical comments of other communist parties constitutes 
a real violation of the equal rights of communist parties and is tantamount to the 
demand to create a privileged position for the KPJ in the Information Bureau." The 
Parties of the Inform Bureau come to the inescapable conclusion in their resolution 
"that the Central Committee of the CPJ thereby places itself and the Yugoslav 
Communist Party outside the family of fraternal communist parties, outside the 


communist united front and consequently also outside the ranks of the Inform 
Bureau." (54 ) 


So imperialism's first attempt to bring into play its second miracle weapon, the 
state incarnation of modern revisionism, Tito Yugoslavia, in order to use it to blow 
up the communist united front, ended with a complete fiasco and with the 
vaccination of the world communist movement against the Germs of disease and 
decomposition that this weapon was intended to plant in all communist parties. 
The CPSU and the world communist movement remained on Lenin's course and 
thus remained on the path to future victories. 


Only when this path was abandoned did imperialism again have the chance to 
effectively use its second new weapon, “modern revisionism”. 


Examining in detail why this new thrust of revisionism ultimately led to the success 
imperialism hoped for goes far beyond the scope of “Thoughts on Dimitroff’s 
Diaries” and must be reserved for further study. 
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10/03 of the same magazine were reviewed, revised and recomposed. The text 
presented here follows this revised version from autumn 2003. 


Why resort to “The Gorbachev Onion”? 
Introductory Remarks Republication - 3/15/06 to 


Mikhail Gorbachev has been since the publication of his article in “Spiegel” in January 
1993 - (see “Onion”, point VIII) -, but at the latest since the publication of his lecture in 
Ankara in October 1999 (see point IX) in the DKP newspaper “Our Time” of September 
8, 2000 has not long since been transported by all communists and socialists to where 
such people belong — on the rubbish heap of history? 


Up to now | had been firmly convinced of this, but - as | discovered to my immense 
surprise - that was a mistake. My surprise was immense because it was given to me 
by a newspaper and one of its employees from whom | would never have expected 
this - namely the only consistently anti-imperialist daily newspaper in Germany - the 
"Junge Welt" - and its employee Werner Pirker His contributions have almost always 
spoken to me from the heart. 


On the 50th anniversary of that party congress of the CPSU, which, as the first party 
congress of this party, filled the enemies of the Soviet Union and socialism with 
expectant hope, but plunged the communist movement into an ever-deepening crisis - 
i.e. on the XXth. Party congress of the CPSU in February 1956 - and on the 20th 
anniversary of the party congress of this party, which marked the beginning of the final 
crisis of the Soviet Union and its European allies - i.e. on the 27th party congress in 
February 1986 - the “Junge Welt” appeared in several editions and several articles by 
Werner Pirker on the positive appreciation of these party congresses and their 
organizers, Khrushchev and Gorbachev. 


At this point we should only talk about Gorbachev. His incomprehensible rescue of 


honor made by Pirker in the articles in the “Junge Welt” from February 28th and March 
1st of this year. J. cannot go unchallenged for the sake of historical truth 


In the first article on the 27th party congress - in the “Junge Welt” on February 28th - 
Pirker sets out at the beginning the thesis with which all accusations of treason are made 
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be wiped off the table in general: “The CPSU did not succumb to the onslaught of 
enemy forces, but rather perished by itself.” 


Gorbachev openly said in his Ankara lecture: “My goal in life was to destroy 
communism.” 


But Pirker knows better. He lectures us about Gorbachev's appearance at the 
27th party congress: “Mikhail Gorbachev did not even try to confront the delegates 
with a radically renewed party program. Because he didn't have the courage that 
Khrushchev had shown in 1956? Or because — regardless of perestroika or 
glasnost — he wanted to keep the delegates in the dark about his real intentions? 
The most likely assumption is that he himself didn't yet know where he was 

going." (My underlining, KG) 


Gorbachev - as Pirker knows - is basically a victim of the “bureaucratic model of 
socialism:” The problems of the bureaucratic model of socialism were obvious at 
the beginning of the Gorbachev era and had basically already become 
overwhelming... 


In its bureaucratic corset, socialism was unable to produce a democratic public 
that was adequate to it. Structural conservatism corresponded to the social inertia 
of the masses.” 


So it was the inertia of the masses - according to Pirker - that prevented Gorbachev from doing 
what was necessary! 


What actually prevented Gorbachev from quickly realizing his intentions was not 
“the social inertia of the masses,” but rather his fear of the masses’ resistance to 
the dismantling of the socialist order. 


In his Spiegel interview, Gorbachev revealed how he misled the masses and 


deliberately deceived them about his true intentions. The Spiegel reporter on 
Gorbachev on the course of “perestroika”: “For some it was too slow, for others 
everything was too radical.” 


Says Gorbachev: “And Gorbachev had to steer the ship of perestroika through 
the cliffs. You couldn't announce things that the people weren't ready for yet." (My 
support, KG) 


Pirker follows up his remark about the “inertia of the masses’ with the following 
Consideration to: 


“Seen from this point of view, the idea of breaking up the situation through a new 
system of social openness was entirely appropriate to the situation. In his party 
conference speech, Gorbachev said, 'Without glasnost there is no 
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Democracy, and it cannot exist... You need glasnost at the center, but just as 
much, perhaps even more so, at the grassroots, where people live and work.' 


This expressed another idea of democracy that can only develop on the basis of 
socialist production and property relations. And an idea of openness that does not 
have bourgeois parliamentarism as a model, but is aimed at a broad social debate 
that exposes undesirable developments, pushes back the subservient mentality, 
activates forms of popular control and thus releases the creative potential of the 
base layers. This was the philosophy of early perestroika , which was expressed 


r” 


in the formula: 'More democracy, more socialism'. 


At this point, however, Pirker must have had concerns as to whether he was 
asking too much of the reader with this praise of Gorbachev as a model socialist 
democrat, because he puts it into perspective with the next sentence: “At least 
that’s what it seemed like.” 


After Pirker shows us that Gorbachev was actually on the right path to real socialist 
democracy, he cannot help but explain why he still “failed”. 


He cites Gorbachev's personal characteristics: "His lack of connection to the 
people and his social arrogance." They were the reason why he "never achieved 
great popularity" - which we remember very differently from the years 1985 to 
1987! - and that also laid “the foundation for the rise of his greatest rival Boris 
Nikolayevich Yeltsin” . 


This is also an astonishing misjudgment: Where Pirker only sees rivalry, in the 
first years there was complete agreement between Gorbachev and Yeltsin about 
the goal and an agreed division of labor, the content of which | described in point 
IV of the “Onion”: Gorbachev plays the role of Defender of the correct middle 
course against the left and right opposition, Yeltsin played the role of an opposition 
pusher in the direction of much more far-reaching reforms, but was thus only the 
pioneer on the way to the common goal of both - the restoration of capitalism in 
the Soviet Union . 


But this could not be achieved directly, without concealing it through fake 
directional battles. 


The competition between Gorbachev and Yeltsin only came and could only come 
after the goal had been almost achieved. 
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Pirker “recognized” another reason for Gorbachev's ‘failure ” in the fact that Gorbachev 
was too stupid to recognize the goals of imperialism. He discovered in Gorbachev a 
“misunderstanding of the fundamentally aggressive character of imperialism”. For 
Pirker, evidence of this “misunderstanding” is the “core thesis of New Thinking” about 
the “priority of general human interests over class interests.” 


Shouldn’t Pirker think that this “core thesis of the new thinking” — 

although still in embryonic form — was already mentioned by Khrushchev? He settled 

on the XXI. At the party congress of the CPSU (1959) we heard this: “/f the American 
politicians and military officers were guided by general human considerations and not 
by selfish intentions, that would be better for everyone.” (Quoted with source in the 
“Pavefoot Chronicle, Vol. II, p.235) The same Khrushchev discovered during his visit 

to USA President Eisenhower (1959) that he had really recognized peaceful coexistence 
with the world of socialism! The “misrecognition of the fundamentally aggressive 
character of imperialism” was already strong in Gorbachev's predecessor Khrushchev 

- something that Pirker seems to have missed. 


His studies for the XXth century and XXVII. Congress of the CPSU were apparently 
not enough to make him realize that the ideological guiding principle of these party 
congresses was modern revisionism, and that one of the main features of this 
revisionism was the replacement of the struggle against imperialism by reconciliation 
and cooperation with it. 


Pirker seems far away from such a realization; In any case, he obviously wants to keep 
his readers away from such knowledge by using the image of one 

Gorbachev paints, who was rather conceptless and allowed himself to be driven by 
events, but who in no way consciously worked towards bringing about the end of the world 
to bring about Soviet power: 


“The more perestroika stalled in practice, the more radical the theory of perestroika 
became. She seemed to want to overturn the situation from the far left. “The power to 
the people, the factories to the workers, the land to the farmers,” declared the power 
center around the Secretary General. That promised more, not less, socialism. A real 
socialization that went beyond the nationalization of the means of production was called 
for. It will probably always remain a secret what ideas really moved the Perestroika 
leadership back then.” 


If Pirker had thoroughly read Gorbachev's speech to representatives of the mass media 
on March 29, 1989 and analyzed it as a Marxist, he would have learned from it 
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It can be said that Gorbachev not only knew exactly where he wanted to go, but 
even announced it - even if not directly and blatantly - to reintroduce private 
ownership of the means of production! (See point IV). 


But even before this speech - as Pirker expressly points out in the last section of 
his article in the jw of February 28th, even under the heading "Enrich yourself"! - 
there was a "law on individual employment" and a second one in December 1986 
Law, the “Law on Cooperatives”, was passed, laws which Pirker surprisingly 
commented on as follows: “It is difficult to say whether it was a matter of theoretical 
confusion or whether there was already an intention behind it to decompose the 
company’s property.” 


Why do such doubts come from, since Gorbachev left no room for them with his 
clear statement both in the Spiegel and in his Ankara lecture? Original sound 
Gorbachev in the Spiegel interview in 1993 when asked whether he was still a 
communist: “If you take my statements, then you will realize that my political 
sympathies belong to social democracy and the idea of a welfare state like 
the Federal Republic of Germany .” 


And Gorbachev in Ankara in 1999: “Once I got to know the West personally, 
my decision was irreversible. | had to remove the entire leadership of the 

CPSU and the USSR. | also had to eliminate the leadership in all socialist 

States. My ideal was the path of the social democratic parties.” 


Wouldn't Pirker have every reason to be grateful to Gorbachev for clearing him of 
all doubts about his, Gorbachev's, goals and motives? But no! He obviously wants 
to hold on to his doubts, and he also wants his readers to share them: “One 
should,” he writes, “protect Michael Sergeyevich from his self-defamation of having 
conspired against socialism.” 


Why that? Pirker says: Gorbachev “may not have had any plan back then. When 
the failure of the socialist renewal project became apparent, he let things go as 
they were.” 


Communists, such as Rolf Vellay, did not need Gorbachev's confessions, as those 
quoted, to recognize in him a conscious enemy of socialism. At the so-called 
Perestroika Conference of the Frankfurt IMSF of the DKP in 1987, Vellay 
clairvoyantly declared: “Gorbachev as General Secretary — that is the counter- 
revolution at the head of the CPSU! Gorbachev as President of the USSR -— that 
is the end of socialism in the Soviet Union! 'New thinking'— that is the paralysis of 
the revolutionary content of the world communist movement. ’[3] 
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How can it be explained that Werner Pirker, whom readers of “Junge Welt” have 
come to know over the years as a keen-sighted analyst of imperialist machinations, 
not only has difficulty recognizing the truth in the cases of Khrushchev and 
Gorbachev, but rather declares the obvious truth to be non-existent? The answer 
to that is simple enough: Pirker has “known” for a long time and let us know right 
at the beginning of the article: “The CPSU did not succumb to the onslaught of 
enemy forces, but rather perished on its own.” 


If facts contradict this — all the worse for the facts! Since the CPSU - according to 
Pirker's decision - was not destroyed, but destroyed by itself, Gorbachev's 
confessions can only be inventions, at best a "self-slander" from which he should 
be protected.... 


The reason for Pirker's strange turning a blind eye to long-established facts is that 
for him, as for all anti-Leninists before him - from Kautsky, Trotsky and Tito to 
Gysi, Brie and Bisky - the idea founded by Lenin and consolidated by Stalin was " 
Soviet system", the "Soviet model", the "Leninist model of party and power", "state 
socialism", "the bureaucratic command system" - carried the germ of death from 
the very beginning and will inevitably fail or "destruct itself" at some point. had to. 
In this view he is in striking agreement with Robert Steigerwald. Steigerwald says 
similarly to Pirker: “The main cause of the historical decline is a type of 
organization.... The Gorbachev group was confronted with this dead-end 
constellation. Today its most important representatives boast that they consciously 
and with borrowings from the Social Democrats took the path of destroying the 
Soviet Union. | even think that this is a hoax that they are inventing in order to 
present their fiasco as their achievement and to make themselves popular in the 
West. [4] 


The consequence of such views is the conclusion: there is nothing to learn from 
this previous model of socialism, except - how not to do it! The dire consequences 
of such a view can be seen, among other things, in the fate of the French and 
Austrian CPs and in the draft program of the DKP. 


We asked in the headline: Why this recourse to the “Gorbachev onion?” The 
answer is: When the only consistently anti-imperialist daily newspaper in Germany 
and one of its rightly most valued employees make it so clear that they are in the 
field of historical-materialist analysis of historical facts If you need help, then 
anyone who can contribute something should not withhold it from you and your 
readers. 
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Source: offensive March-April 2006 


The many peels of the Gorbachev onion 


I. The outer shell: On the path to gaining power 
1. 


From M. Gorbachev's speech at the memorial meeting on the occasion of the death of his 
predecessor KU Chernenko (ND of March 14, 1985): “Under his (Chernenko's) 

Under the leadership of the Central Committee and the Politburo of the Central Committee, 
important decisions were made and implemented on the fundamental problems of the country's 
economic and socio-political development as well as on the communist education of the masses. 
Konstantin Ustinovich did a lot for the realization of the Leninist course of our Party - the course 
of consolidating the strength of our homeland and maintaining and strengthening world peace. 
“Today the Communist Party, its Central Committee and the Politburo of the Central Committee 
firmly declare before the Soviet people their unshakable determination to faithfully serve the 
great cause of socialism and communism, the cause of peace, social progress and the 
happiness of the working people.” 


2. 


From an interview that MG gave to the KPF newspaper “l'Humanité” on February 4, 1986: 
“Question: In various circles in the West the question is often asked: Have the remnants of 
Stalinism been overcome in the Soviet Union? Answer: Stalinism is a term invented by 
opponents of communism and used extensively to denigrate the Soviet Union and socialism 
as a whole. 30 years have passed since the XX. At the party congress the question of 
overcoming the personality cult surrounding Stalin was raised and a decision was made by the 
Central Committee of the CPSU. Let's say it openly, these were not easy decisions for our 
party. This was a test of party stability of principles, of loyalty to Leninism. | think we passed it 
with dignity and drew the necessary conclusions from the past.” 


Comment: This answer is already characterized by the indistinctness and double interpretation 
that would also characterize G's future statements for many years: What was the party's 
stability of principles? In that 
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were these decisions made, or in the fact that the pressure to “finish the reckoning 
with Stalin” was not given in? 


In the same interview, another example of the deliberate ambiguity of his oracles, 
calculated to mislead: 


“In the atomic age you cannot live — at least not for long — with the psychology, 
habits and behavior of the Stone Age.” 


Every communist who read this rejoiced: “Now he has given it to the imperialists!” 
But very soon they had to realize - if they listened and looked carefully - that he 
didn't mean them at all, but his own people, who stuck to the "old", namely 
Marxist, Leninist thinking. 


The same thing with the inflammatory slogan about the need for “new thinking”: 
Of course we saw this as a call to the imperialist side above all: our side had 
demanded the ban and outlawing of all nuclear weapons from the very beginning 
of owning nuclear weapons; We have continually offered the other side our wish 
for peaceful coexistence, for a peaceful resolution of our differences; after all, 
they were the ones who had always and constantly rejected one and the other. 
“New thinking” had to be demanded of them if the necessary system confrontation 
did not lead to war. 


But it didn't take long and it became clear that G. didn't mean the imperialists at 
all, but us: Stone Age thinking - that was our adherence to the basic insight of 
Marxism-Leninism, that war comes from imperialism, and that peace The stronger 
socialism is, the safer it is. He led the majority of our people to view this basic 
insight as “old thinking” and to accept its “overcoming” and replacement by his 
“new thinking” as necessary and inevitable. His “New Thought” and the policies 
that corresponded to it consisted of the suicidal logic that the further we retreated 
from imperialism, the more secure peace would be. 


This logic truly turned all facts on their head: it was not imperialism that threatened 
the socialist countries, but the other way around, the military power of the Warsaw 
Pact supposedly threatened the West! None other than Marshal Achromeyev 
expressed this! (ND of April 13/14, 1991: Achromeyev, “advisor to President 
Gorbachev,” spoke out “in favor of dissolving NATO’s military structure.” Reason: 
“The Soviet armed forces would no longer pose a threat to Europe and the 
Warsaw Pact be dissolved.”) 


But in 1986 - there was still the ambiguity, which was formulated in such a way 
that we accepted it as Marxist-Leninist clarity - because we wished 
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but that Gorbachev was finally the man who would lead socialism out of the dead end to 
new heights, and that is exactly what he constantly promised. 


3. 


The 27th Party Congress, February 1986. (ND from February 26, 1986): 


Looking back, what is characteristic of the 27th Party Congress is that — as we know today — 
The resumption of the objectives of the 20th and 22nd party congresses of the CPSU began, 
but this could only be assumed from an external appearance, but in its course only hardly 
recognizable signs of this could be found. 


The external appearance: Exactly thirty years to the day after the 20th party congress, this 
first party congress opened under General Secretary Gorbachev, on the 25th. 
February 1986. Such appearances are not coincidences, but have “programmatic” meaning. 


But this date remained the only indication of an intended continuity between these two party 
congresses. People who had expected and wanted a direct connection to the 20th Party 
Congress were disappointed. 

One can assume that Gorbachev had intended such a connection, but received no approval 
from the Politburo at the time. His position was still weak, he did not yet dominate the 
Central Committee, and certainly not the party congress. It would still have been easy for 
those in the leadership who made the difference in his election - such as Gromyko - to get a 
majority against him. 

This party conference had to help him gain an independent position of power that would 
allow him to form a new leadership made up of his people. 

The plenary sessions after the party congress and the 19th party conference were occupied 
with this, and the subsequent changes in the party leadership made his position so 
unassailable that he was able to state more and more clearly where his course was heading. 


But at the 27th party congress it wasn't ready yet. He was still very careful not to leave any 
doubts about his loyalty to Leninism and limited himself only to hints of intended changes in 
course. Just one example from his presentation: “Marx compared progress in the exploitative 
society with that hideous pagan idol ... which only wanted to drink the nectar from the skulls 
of the slain ... The historical foresight, accuracy and depth of Marx's analysis are astonishing. 
In relation to the bourgeois reality of the 20th century, it is probably even more relevant than 
in the 19th century!” 


(!!! Very soon he will teach us that the 19th century and with it Marx us 


295 


Machine Translated by Google 


Kurt Gossweiler: How could this happen? part 1 


can no longer teach anything because his teachings are antiquated!) “On the one hand, 
the rapid development of science and technology opens up unprecedented opportunities 
to control the forces of nature and improve the living conditions of humanity. On the 
other hand, the ‘enlightened’ 20th century went down in history with such aberrations 

of imperialism as the bloodiest wars, unrestrained militarism and fascism, genocide, 

and the impoverishment of millions. Ignorance and obscurantism exist in the world of 
capital along with great achievements of science and culture.” 


At first glance you might think: a Marxist analysis! If you look closely you will notice that 
there is no question of analysis : inner connections are not exposed, but simply a 
juxtaposition of good and bad is registered. And that then allows him, instead of the 
conclusion of the fight against imperialism, to express an apparent banality, in which 
the turning away from Marx and Lenin and the renunciation of the fight for peace 
through the mobilization of the people against imperialism are hidden: 


“And that is precisely the society we have to live next to and with which we must strive 
for cooperation and mutual understanding .” Why do we have to do this? “That’s what 
history wanted.” 


This happens to him again and again: He doesn't appeal to the good Lord - not yet, but 
that's coming! — but he always passes off his decisions as decisions of fate — which 
demanded either “history” or “life”. 


So — everything that comes later is already hinted at here in detail. 


ll. The first shell falls: Power is more consolidated, the push for liberalization is 
becoming clearer 


Kurt Gossweiler's speech at the ceremonial meeting for the 70th anniversary of the October Revolution 
(ND of November 3, 1987): 


The speech actually consists of two completely opposite assessments of the history of 
the Soviet Union. The first part is an appreciation from the standpoint of a communist: 
this part is assigned to him by the Politburo. There are statements in it that he cancels 
out in what he explains in the second part, which deals primarily with the Stalin era. 
This speech follows the outline of the 20th century. 

Party congress, the official and public part of which largely did justice to the entire 
Soviet history and made relatively moderate criticism of Stalin, while the second part, 
which was held behind closed doors and only for a select group of party congress 
participants 
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Khrushchev's secret speech (which until recently was only available as a Western 
publication and was not confirmed as genuine by either Khrushchev or the CPSU) 
was a distortion of the history of the CPSU under Stalin's leadership, full of 
inventions and baseless conjectures. 


A few remarkable passages are quoted from the first part of Gorbachev's speech 
- particularly notable in view of Gorbachev's later statements, which blatantly 
contradict them. 


“The year 1917 showed that the choice between socialism and capitalism is the 
most essential social alternative of our era, that in the 20th century 

Century will not make progress unless one moves towards a higher form of social 
organization - socialism. This fundamental Lenin conclusion is no less relevant 
today than it was back then... This is the law of forward-looking social development. 


” 


“History presented the new social order with a harsh ultimatum: either to create 
its socio-economic and technical basis in the shortest possible time, to survive 
and thus give humanity the first experiences of a fair organization of society, or to 
perish... The period after Lenin... occupied a special place in the history of the 
Soviet state. In just a decade and a half, fundamental social changes have taken 
place.” 


“Trotskyism ... essentially represented an attack against Leninism on the entire 
front. It was practically about the fate of socialism in our country, about the fate of 
our revolution. Under these conditions, Trotskyism had to be deprived of its aura 
before the entire people and its anti-socialist nature had to be exposed. The 
situation was made even more complicated by the fact that the Trotskyists acted 
in a bloc with the new opposition led by GJ Zinoviev and LB Kamenev.” 


“Thus, the leading core of the party, led by JV Stalin, asserted Leninism in the 
ideological struggle, formulated the strategy and tactics of the initial stage of 
socialist construction, and its political course found the approval of most party 
members and working people.” 


After such an assessment, the passages followed in which the well-known 
accusations against Stalin were made more massively than before. Actually, this 
is the beginning of the campaign that all media, but especially “Moskowski 
Novosti”, began, under the slogan of dealing with the “blank spots”, the total 
blackening of Soviet history, initially only the years below 
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Stalin, but also the entire Soviet period, and thus prepared the counter-revolution. 


But even more important are those passages in G's speech that, in retrospect, one 
can recognize as pointing the way to the later policy of the stubbornly pursued 
dismantling of the socialist structures in the economy and society, but which one 
could already recognize at the time as pointing in the wrong direction. so one did 
not consider every critical look towards “Gorbi” to be superfluous, if not even 
blasphemous. 


Such signposts were: 


First: the one-sided selection of Lenin quotations that distorts Lenin and degrades 
him to a “dozen liberal”. This was intended to kill two birds with one stone: the 
constant reference to Lenin was intended to identify Gorbachev as a reliable 
Leninist; The fragments of quotes he quoted, on the other hand, were intended to 
cover his anti-Leninist politics against attacks through Lenin's authority. Literally 
every Lenin quote that Gorbachev uses to justify his “reform policy” turns out to be 
grossly misused when examined: If you read it, the corresponding passage from 
which the quote was dissected says the opposite of what Gorbachev meant with it 
wants to sanction; with Lenin the core of the statement is a/ways the justification of 
the necessity of the irreconcilable class struggle; Gorbachev always misuses his 
fragments of quotes as evidence that his rejection of the class struggle is consistent 
with Lenin's thinking. 


Second: the preferred turn to Lenin's last writings from 1922/1923. This is not only 
because of the so-called “testament” (which, incidentally, is always only incompletely 
quoted and interpreted in an absolutely one-sided way), but in order to interpret 
Lenin’s suggestions for improving the work of the Soviet organs as instructions that 
are now being implemented through the Gorbachev reforms, through “perestroika ”, 
would find their realization. The Gorbachev journalists and - 

Propagandists also did not shy away from reading into these Lenin writings that 
Lenin had already been plagued with doubts as to whether “the socialist experiment” 
could be completed in Russia. 

Third: the special preference of Gorbachev and his writing guard for the NOP 

period. Contrary to Lenin's clear statement, it is not presented as a temporary 
retreat, but as the method of socialist construction that was wrongly strangled by 
Stalin, but to which one must now return in order to lead the country out of 
stagnation. The particular enthusiasm of the Gorbachev people is calling out the 
NOP for approval 
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different forms of ownership ; It is therefore suitable for declaring the propagation of 
allowing private ownership of the means of production alongside socialist ownership 
as a return to Leninist politics. This direction becomes very clear in the presentation 
on the 70th anniversary of the October Revolution. 


“The leadership of the party demonstrated (in the period from February to October 
1917) its ability for collective creative search, for renunciation of stereotypes and 
slogans that only yesterday, in a different situation, seemed incontestable and the 
only possible ones.” (It didn't seem, he says: were!) “One can say that Lenin's way 

of thinking ... was an extraordinarily striking example of anti-dogmatic, truly dialectical 
and consequently new thinking. This is how and only this is how real Marxist- 
Leninists think and act, especially in times of upheaval, in critical times in which the 
fate of revolution and peace, socialism and progress are decided.” 


“The decision on the New Economic Policy was also permeated by the deeply 
revolutionary dialectic, which significantly broadened the horizons of ideas about 
socialism and the ways to establish it.” 


“We are now turning more and more often to Lenin's last works, to Lenin's new 
ideas of the New Economic Policy, and trying to extract from these experiences 
everything that is valuable and necessary for us today. Of course it would be wrong 
to put an equal sign between the NOP and what we are currently... doing... 

But the NOP also had an even broader goal. The task was... 'to build the new society 
with the help of the enthusiasm, personal interest, economic accounting...' born of 
the great revolution.” 


As will become clear later, Gorbachev presented this quote not because of the 
“revolutionary enthusiasm” it refers to, nor because of the “economic accounting,” 
but because of the mention of “personal interest . ” 


The lack of this personal interest among producers in state and cooperative 
enterprises is noted by Gorbachev and used as an argument not for considerations 
of how this interest could be restored within the framework of socialist enterprises, 
but for the proposal to lead to a “competition of forms of ownership”. to move to a 
“socialist market economy”; What was meant and realized was the revival of private 
property instincts. 


But this only happened after the onion had further skinned. Here, at the celebratory 
meeting for the 70th anniversary, only the first notes of the future leitmotif were heard 
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struck, but the motif itself has not yet been developed. But those first notes were 
there, even though the majority of listeners and readers of this speech probably 
paid no attention to them. 


In the field of foreign policy there has already been a further development of the 
leitmotif, which is the transformation of Lenin's policy of peaceful coexistence from 
a policy of fighting imperialism by peaceful means into an anti-Leninist policy of 
collusion with imperialism as the alleged way to avert the danger of nuclear war 
has content and the first chord of which, struck at the 27th Party Congress of the 
CPSU, has already been quoted. But the fundamental change of position, the 
rejection of the class struggle content of the policy of peaceful coexistence, was 
still camouflaged and denied: 


“Lenin's conception of peaceful coexistence has, of course, undergone changes... 
However, as a continuation of the class politics of the victorious proletariat, 
peaceful coexistence subsequently became the prerequisite for the survival of all 
humanity, especially in the nuclear age.” 


“The 27th Party Congress comprehensively developed a new foreign policy 
concept. As is well known, its starting point is the following idea: regardless of the 
deep contradictions of the world today and the fundamental differences of the 
states that represent it, the world is interconnected, interdependent and forms a 
definite whole. 


This statement has nothing to do with a Marxist description of the state of the 
world at that time, as the content and character of the “deep contradictions” and 
the “fundamental differences” remain deliberately undefined. 


After all, at this point in time the CPSU is still more influenced by Lenin than by 
Gorbachev's “New Thinking”, which is why he cannot avoid dealing with some of 
the elementary insights of Marx and Lenin. 


“We are now, at the new turning point in world history, theoretically working out 
the prospects of moving forward towards a stable peace. With the help of new 
thinking, we have fundamentally established the necessity and possibility of a 
comprehensive system of international security under the conditions of 
disarmament. Now it must be proven that it is necessary and real to move towards 
and achieve this goal.” 


In order to provide this “proof”, it is necessary to “prove” the elementary tenets of 
Leninism as no longer valid, i.e. firstly the question of the nature of imperialism, in 


which, “as we know, the greatest danger of war is rooted”, on “new Type” to 
answer. 
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The same for the other two questions: 


“Is capitalism able to free itself from militarism, can it function economically 
without it?” 


“Can the capitalist system survive without neocolonialism?” 


“In other words, it is a question of whether capitalism is able to adapt to the 
conditions of a nuclear-weapon-free and disarmed world, to the conditions of a 
new, just economic order, to the conditions of honest competition between the 
intellectual values of two worlds.” 


Anyone who asks these questions like this does so because they have already 
answered them with a clear “yes”. At this point in time, however, Gorbachev 


cannot expect the CPSU party congress to do this without any ifs and buts, so 
first of all: 


‘Life will provide the answers.” 


But then he immediately admits that his policy is built on the basis of a positive 
answer to the above questions: “So what are we counting on, knowing that we 
have to build a safe world together with the capitalist countries ?” 


So, there it is: you cannot fight for a safe world against imperialism , you have to 
“build it together with it”! At the end of an arbitrary interpretation of equally 
arbitrarily selected examples, Gorbachev comes to the desired conclusion that 
the imperialist contradictions can be “modified.” 


“The situation does not look intractable...we are facing a historic choice dictated 
by the laws of a world that is in many respects interconnected and unified.” 


The world — “uniform according to law”, capitalism forced to peaceful coexistence 
with socialism under penalty of extinction: 


“Either collapse or a joint search for a new economic order in which the interests 
of both parties and third parties are taken into account on an equal basis. The 
path to establishing such an order now seems to be emerging” — this is the “joyful 
message” that the “new thinker” Gorbachev proclaims to humanity shaken by 
fears of nuclear war. “New thinking”? Age-old, social-democratic-pacifist 
shallowness that is only good for one thing: to make people politically passive in 
the belief that “those up there” will sort it out! 
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In order to fully understand what seduction was played by Gorbachev at this ceremonial 
meeting, one must, firstly, be able to correctly assess the fixed turn from the preaching 
of system cooperation to the familiar and trust-inspiring class struggle tones with which 
he concludes his speech, and this will be the case only really and then probably 
without difficulty when one confronts this declaration of loyalty to the class struggle 

with the omissions of our “peace savior” documented below. 


“The CPSU does not doubt the future of the communist movement - the bearer of the 
alternative to capitalism, the movement of the most courageous and consistent fighters 
for peace, for the independence and progress of their countries, for friendship between 
all the peoples of the earth... Consolidation Friendship and the all-round development 
of cooperation with the socialist countries has priority in the international policy of the 
Soviet Union! 


What will the world be like when it celebrates the 100th anniversary of our revolution, 


what will socialism be like, what level of maturity will the world community (!) of states 
and peoples have reached? ... 


In October 1917 we left the old world irrevocably behind us. We are heading towards 
a new world, the world of communism. We will never deviate from this path!” 


Ill. The Third Bowl: Open Break with Leninism in Foreign Policy — 
“to save peace” of course! (ND of December 8, 88) 


In October 1988, Gorbachev also took over the office of President; he replaced 
Gromyko as chairman of the Presidium of the Supreme Soviet. On the 7th 

In December 1988 he spoke before the UN General Assembly in New York, where he 
reiterated the break with Lenin's concept of peaceful coexistence, which his Foreign 
Minister Shevardnadze had announced a few weeks earlier at the same forum, the 
43rd session of the UN General Assembly, with the following words : 


“The leadership of the Soviet Union (has) endeavored to give meaning to the idea, 
anchored in Marxism from the beginning, of the interrelationship between the class (!) 
and the general human, giving priority to the common interests of all peoples. 


We see peaceful coexistence as a universal principle of interstate relations and not as 
a special form of class struggle.” 


Gorbachev's speech varies this statement and surrounds it with a wreath of 
Reasons that are all based on the premise that the Soviet Union and the 
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Communists are now dealing with a purified imperialism that has converted from a 
man-eating beast to a pious vegetarian and is already in the process of burying its 
intention to wipe out socialism from the globe. He pays particularly high praise to the 
leaders of the strongest and most unscrupulous imperialism, namely those of the 
USA. So we can read things there that many people will probably ask themselves 
today: how could | - as a trained Marxist - see such sayings as a serious analysis of 
the situation! 


“The world economy is becoming a unified organism, outside of which not a single 
state can now develop normally ...” 


The reality , however, would have to be described as follows: “The world economy is 
in the process of being squeezed into a unified organism within which no single state 
can develop normally.” 


But Gorbachev continued: “It would be naive to believe that the problems that torment 
humanity today can be solved using means and methods that were used in the past 
applied or considered suitable. ... These experiences (so far made by humanity, dV) 
come from the practice and face of a world that are already or will be the past.” 


Nobody believes that this primarily refers to the practices of imperialism! 


No, what is meant above all is the experience of revolution as a way to solve social 
problems! 


“Today, however, a different world is emerging before us, for which we must look for 
other paths into the future. ... We have now entered an era in which progress will be 
based on the universal interests of all humanity. This realization makes it necessary 
that world politics also be determined by the priority of universal human values.” 


Marxism assumes that the workers' movement represents the general human 
interests because workers can only free themselves from exploitation by freeing 
humanity from exploitation. Gorbachev, however, preaches to us the common 
interests of workers, the exploited of the Third World and imperialist exploiters. 


‘It's about cooperation, which should more accurately be called ‘common 
development'.” 

‘It is obvious, for example, that violence and the threat of violence can and must no 
longer be instruments of foreign policy... Self-restraint and the complete exclusion of 
the use of force from outside are required of everyone, especially the strongest.” 
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Some people have been surprised that, despite such eloquent condemnation of 
the use of force, Gorbachev still had his troops intervene in Lithuania and paved 
the way for the Americans' Gulf War by instructing his UN representative not to 
use the Soviet Union's right of veto. These people have not yet learned to 
recognize the hidden meaning of Gorbachev's oracles: By emphasizing the 
“complete exclusion of violence from outside” he has only made it clear once 
again that under his leadership the Soviet Union will not lift a finger and not send 
any Soviet soldiers on the march would happen if another counter-revolutionary 
coup were attempted in a socialist country. If the demand had been addressed 
“globally” to everyone , then the Soviet Union would have had to veto the Gulf 
War, right? 


“A demand of the new stage is the de-ideologization of relations between states.” 


He has carried out this “de-ideologization” consistently: no more bad words 
against “imperialists”, only confidence in them, something like this: “In our opinion, 
there are quite optimistic prospects for the next and further future. Look how our 
relationship with the United States of America has changed. Little by little, mutual 
understanding develops and elements of trust arise, without which it is difficult to 
make progress in politics.” 


So, we have to ask who has made progress in politics: the “trustful” Soviet Union 
— or the by no means trustworthy — (but also by no means trustworthy!) - USA? 
So Gorbachev's empty, misleading phrases! 


“Everyone must participate in the movement toward greater world unity .” 


To whom can this appeal possibly be directed? Perhaps to the imperialist leading 
powers? No need: their goal was and remains the unification of the world under 
their leadership! 


So who then? Only those remain who do not believe so confidently in the good 
intentions of the imperialists, such as a Honecker, or a Fidel Castro, or statesmen 
in the “Third World” who do not like to be “unified” by the World Bank and the 
International Monetary Fund. So Gorbachev as an advertising agent for world 


capital! Slander, malicious distortion of his intentions? “Look at this man — today!” 
Is not that enough? 
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Gorbachev on the UN: “Unfortunately, it has been under the pressure of the 'Cold 
War' since its founding. For many years it became the venue for propagandistic 
battles and the cultivation of political confrontation.” 


Didn't anyone be taken aback by these words? Didn't anyone remember what 
instructions Lenin gave to the Soviet diplomats? Every opportunity, every forum to 
use to expose the frauds and hypocrisy of the imperialists, to denounce their 
brutality against the oppressed classes and peoples? 


Is it so difficult to recognize behind these words of Gorbachev the shameful 
kowtow of the representative of Soviet power to the imperialists, the shameful 
apology for the “unseemly” behavior of the pre-Gorbachev Soviet diplomats, who 
“unfortunately” did not shy away from including the class struggle to carry the 
hallowed halls of the East River!? 


Of course, Gorbachev knows how strange, even outrageous, his speech will cause 
many communists in the Soviet Union and around the world. 

And - if we take into account that he himself has had solid training in Marxism- 
Leninism and has above-average intelligence - then we can also assume that he 

is beyond the illusionary character of his hopeful images of the future of a peaceful, 
trusting one 


Cooperation between imperialism and socialism is completely clear. 
It is therefore understandable that he needs to counter the all-too-justified 
skepticism of his utopian “peace vision” in advance: 


“Isn't there a certain romanticism at play here, aren't the possibilities and maturity 
of social consciousness in the world being overrated? We hear such doubts and 
questions both at home and from some Western partners. | am convinced that we 
are not alien to reality. Forces have already formed in the world that want to usher 
in a period of peace in one way or another...” 


Anyone who allowed themselves to be lulled by such siren song back then 
because it corresponded to their longing to avert the enormous danger of nuclear 
war, and whoever substituted wishful thinking for rational analysis of reality, must 
at least today, after Gorbachev's soap bubbles have burst and the world is exactly 
what it is moving along the paths determined by the “new objective” laws 
recognized by Marx and Lenin and not by the “new objective” laws claimed by 
Gorbachev, admit that Gorbachev has — to say the least- made a fatal error. 
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And then a thoughtful question should actually arise: How many tens of thousands 
of times was Stalin declared guilty and condemned because he did not believe the 
warnings about the exact date of the attack by the German fascist army and thus - it 
is quite carelessly claimed - many thousands or Hundreds of thousands of Soviet 
soldiers (when it comes to extending Stalin's debt account, the scale remains open) 
pointlessly sacrificed? 


But how serious is the “mistake” of Gorbachev, an error that not only caused 
setbacks, but also squandered the results of 70 years of socialist statehood so that 
all the sacrifices of revolution, civil war and the Second World War were made in 
vain, an error that made all of them Thousands of human victims of the wars 
between the peoples of the former Soviet Union, the victims of the Yugoslav tragedy, 
the victims of all those who die in the Third World because there is no longer a 
socialist camp? 


Why is the mistake of one, which nevertheless did not prevent the greatest world- 
historical victory of socialism, a reason for eternal damnation, and why is the 
“mistake” of the other, which is the most serious, never thought possible defeat of 
the workers' movement and all progressive forces? in its wake, not even worth 
mentioning? 


IV. The fourth onion skin: The open attack on the economic basis of the Soviet 
state - the social ownership of the means of production 


This attack was made primarily at Gorbachev's meeting with leading representatives 
of the mass media on March 29, 1989 (ND of April 1/2, 1989). 


Anyone who only reads this speech cursorily will strongly disagree with the claim 
that it is an open attack against the foundations of socialism, because these 
Speech is at the same time a prime example of the art of misdirection and deception 


Gorbachev masterfully controlled. He is not a solo actor. He examined very carefully 
what caused his role model and spiritual father, Khrushchev, to fail. (In his speeches 
he mentions several times that “we” have examined precisely this question.) One of 
the reasons he recognized was that Khrushchev had made a serious tactical error. 
He was always at the forefront of the “reform movement” and therefore concentrated 
all the attacks from the so-called “conservatives” on himself. This shouldn't happen 
to Gorbachev. He would approach this more cleverly: he could not be the front man, 
but the “mediator”, the one who holds the party together against the “extremes” on 
both sides; to represent the “center,” he needed opposition from two opposite sides. 
He did not need to worry about opposition from the left, from those who opposed his 
softening liberalization course; he just had to make an effort to do so 
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they were never able to get the majority of the decision-making bodies on their side. 
This would be all the easier if he had an opposition on the right that was pushing exactly 
in the direction he wanted, but with demands that appear to be far excessive in the 
given situation, with an ultra-radicalism that one feels comfortable with can stand out 

as a moderate reformer and defender of what is still considered inviolable in the general 
consciousness. Yeltsin was only too happy to take on this role of “urger” . Both of them 
agreed on where the journey should go, as they themselves admitted many times. 
However, as Gorbachev was to learn, that didn't mean that 


Yeltsin would forever be content with the role of the hothead held back by No. 1. For 
the time being, however, the combination worked excellently: Ligachev criticized 
Gorbachev from the left, Yeltsin, conversely, accused him of being a “procrastinator,” 
and Gorbachev harshly rejected the former as a “conservative” and representative of 
the ossified, selfish, only concerned about their sinecures. Nomenklatura”, but at the 
same time presented himself to Yeltsin as a determined defender of socialist positions 
and thus appeared as the man without whose balancing work the party would be at the 
mercy of collapse. 


For example, when Yeltsin demanded that the article that stipulates the leading role of 
the party should be deleted from the constitution, Gorbachev initially responded with 
an indignant: “No, never!” He then weakened his “no”: “No, not under the current 
conditions” and then quickly ended up justifying the need to abolish this very article. 
This also applies to the demand for the abolition of the one-party system and in many 
other cases. This becomes a well-rehearsed, reliably functioning ritual of “perestroika”. 


But since in the labor movement, and especially in the communist parties, in the 
political geography “left” has a positive connotation and “right” has a negative 
connotation, it cannot remain the case that the left-wing opposition remains on the left 
and the right-wing pseudo-opposition remains on the right. And so, to the astonishment 
of many in the country, but also outside the Soviet Union, Yeltsin becomes a “left-wing 
oppositionist” and Ligatschov becomes a “right-winger’. Because: doesn’t Ligatschov 
want to preserve what exists, so he is “conservative” and therefore, like conservatives 
everywhere, a right-winger? And isn't Yeltsin someone who pushes hard for change, a 
revolutionary and therefore, like all revolutionaries, a leftist? So what! 


And so the rare spectacle arises that the “leftists” in the Soviet Union are the ones who 
are applauded by the rulers and their media in the capitals of capital, while the “rightists” 
have a very bad press there. 
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Of course, this reversal of the terms “right” and “left” did not occur without 
Gorbachev's involvement. He played the main role in the fact that the branding 
label “right” was removed from the “radical reformers” and stuck on his real 
opponents, the real leftists, the defenders of socialism. 


Only those who know this staging of the Moscow political masquerade are able to 
unravel the encryption of Gorbachev's speeches. So now what kind of directive 
Gorbachev gives the media people: 


“We assumed that perestroika would not gain strength and make progress without 
solving the food problem and without developing a modern(!) agricultural policy. 
However, at the same time we were aware that one can hardly expect profound 
changes in the agricultural sector if they are not accompanied by profound changes 
in society as a whole.” 


‘It is precisely this objective view of the situation that made the radical economic 
reform necessary. That’s exactly why we needed political reform.” 


“Food is the basic problem of our reality. If we solve this, it will be a colossal gain 
not only in the economy, but also in the social and political spheres. If we fail to 
solve this problem, frankly speaking, we can cancel the whole perestroika and 
there will be a serious destabilization of society.” 


Perestroika was not canceled - the destabilization of society that had already 
occurred continued precisely because of this. 


Of course, the food problem was a very important one, but not the fundamental 
problem of Soviet reality. The basic problem was the unleashing of anti-socialist, 
nationalist, monarchist and anti-Semitic forces, which were spurred on by the 
increasingly violent media attacks on the party and state apparatus. The basic 
problem was the threat to socialism in the Soviet Union and thus in all European 
socialist states. 


The proposals that Gorbachev presented to media representatives were such that 
this threat was bound to increase enormously. 


“It is of fundamental importance that, for the first time in many years, a plenum 
calls for a radical change in property and production relations in the countryside, 
the transition to new forms of economic management and a 
has made fundamental changes in management methods the core of solving 
economic problems. ... | have in mind that this is one 
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fundamental change in our attitude towards development both in the agricultural 
sector and in the economy as a whole. 


Therefore, the results of the plenum, its political conclusions and objectives go 
beyond the framework of the agricultural question and are of fundamental, general 
theoretical, general political and general economic importance.” 


“The agricultural sector will fulfill the role of a pioneer, a pioneer in the adoption of 
appropriate forms of economic activity and management. ... 


Unless the mass media makes a serious effort and the people do not understand 
the measures proposed here, progress will be difficult. 


Of course, different interests collide here...” 


And what decisions were made to achieve “modern” agriculture? You shouldn't 
believe it, but it's true: the revival of the most unproductive, the most enslaving form 
of peasant economy, the small family farm, the farmers, especially the farmers' 
women! 

This is so outrageous that he doesn't dare to present the essence of the matter 
clearly and unvarnished, but instead threshes endless amounts of empty straw 
before he at least hints at what it is about. 


“The plenum voted in favor of unlocking their huge potential through an internal 
transformation of the collective farms and sovkhozes with the help of leases and 
the establishment of cooperatives. The plenum also spoke out in favor of supporting 
agricultural companies and agricultural combines, peasant farms, individual 
secondary farms, and lease agreements not only within the collective farms and 
sovkhozes, but also outside them. ... 


In other words, comrades, no dogmatism at all, but a maximum of support for 
everything that consolidates independence, the feeling of being the master of the 
land.” 


Anyone who, when reading these statements at the time, did not want to accept 
that this “reform” amounts to the abolition of social property, to the return to private 
agriculture, and thus to the formation of a new class of kulaks while condemning 
the mass of farmers to a miserable existence, should do so Further developments 
probably convinced him that he had fallen victim to a misjudgment dictated by good 
faith. 


The following passage from his speech shows that the Gorbachev team was 
determined to use all means possible to eliminate any resistance to their restoration policy 


309 


Machine Translated by Google 


Kurt Gossweiler: How could this happen? part 1 


to clear paths. But first they tried to morally slander all those who stood in the way 
of this policy and defended the forms of socialist, social production: 


“Many managers of collective farms and sovkhozes and many professionals still 
have deep roots in administration. That's why the rent doesn’t suit them either.” 
(The lease refers to the family farms approved by the resolutions and propagated 
by Gorbachev and the media on the land to be leased by the collective farms and 
state farms.) 


“They want to give the instructions and orders and command in order to make 
people dependent on them. But lease means partner relationships, mutual 
obligations and non-interference. That is independence. ...” 


At the end of this section, it is important to remember once again that: 
Gorbachev explicitly said that agriculture played a pioneering role in introducing 
new forms of economy and property. This was a sufficiently clear indication of the 
direction in which the so-called 


“Economic reform” would also be pushed forward in all other sectors of the 
economy. 


V. Fifth Bowl: The open renunciation of socialist internationalism through 
the propagation of the “Common European House” (ND of July 7, 1989) 


In practice and theory, Gorbachev had long since abandoned socialist 
internationalism, although he still invoked it from time to time in his speeches. 


His speech at the UN had already made it clear that cordial agreement with the 
leaders of the imperialist states, especially the USA, was by far his most important 
foreign policy concern. Although the state of the “community” of the socialist 
countries was deplorable, this never caused him to come up with any constructive 
proposals for truly effective cooperation between the socialist states. He never 
found a formula for a “common socialist house” because the dilapidated, decaying 


house did not give him sleepless nights — like many ordinary communists! — 


caused. What constantly occupied his thoughts and ultimately led him to coin the 
formula of the “common European house” was the question of how he could 
convey his line of “trusting” to his own people in the country. 

Cooperation with imperialism could make it catchy and attractive. 

The most important means of achieving this was the visible success of his “detente policy”. 
However, that wasn't easy. Although neither Lady Thatcher nor Presidents Reagan 
and Bush believed in Gorbachev's political reliability in theirs 
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While everyone doubted and constantly wished him success in his perestroika 
undertaking, they doubted for a very long time that he would be able to overcome 
the internal resistance in this truly unprecedented, breakneck undertaking and 
actually get the Bolshevik Party to gain lasting loyalty. That is why they were for a 
long time unwilling to reward Gorbachev's countless unilateral disarmament steps 
by taking appropriate measures of their own or by concluding disarmament 
agreements. Only when they were fairly certain that there was little danger that he 
could be overthrown by “conservative” forces did they abandon this reserved 
attitude, not completely, but in some areas. 


So it happened that, as a reward for his work, which was so beneficial for the 
West, he was given the honor of giving a speech to the Council of Europe in 
Strasbourg. In this speech he presents his concept of the “common European 
house” and — as in the UN — creates a picture painted in the most beautiful colors 
of the future, peaceful, nuclear-weapon-free, harmoniously working Europe. (ND 
dated July 7, 1989) 


Again he speaks of “building a new world’, of the “world community”, which is “at 
the turning point of its fate”, of the “new stage of world history”. 


“The idea of European unification must be worked through together from the 
outset, in the process of the joint work of all nations... The difficulty lies in... the 
extremely widespread conviction or even the political standpoint, in which 
overcoming the... The division of Europe means overcoming socialism. But this is 
a course towards confrontation, if not something even worse. ... The membership 
of the states of Europe in different social systems is a reality, and the recognition 
of this historical fact ... is the most important prerequisite for a normal European 
process.” 


So far so good. But with the next paragraph, Gorbachev comforts his listeners: it 
doesn't have to stay the way it is! 


“The social and political order in this or that country has changed in the past and 
may change in the future.” 


Given the changes he had already initiated in the USSR, these words must have 
sounded like a promise to his listeners. 


“But this is exclusively a matter for the people themselves and their choice. Any 
interference in internal affairs and any attempts to undermine the sovereignty of the 
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Restricting states, be they friends and allies or not, is inadmissible.” 


This was once again an emphatic assurance to the West that the Soviet Union 
would no longer deny any of its allies the opportunity to leave the Warsaw Pact and 
go over to the other camp, as Imre Nagy had tried to do in 1956 and for which 
strong forces in Hungary and Poland were again doing so Forces that reached into 
government circles were at work. 


This assurance is so important to him that he immediately repeats it: “The 
philosophical conception of the pan-European house excludes the possibility of a 
military confrontation, and even the possibility of the use or threat of force, especially 
military — alliance against alliance or within an alliance — wherever.” 


Gorbachev is already acting here as an advocate for US interests, which is already 
a step on the path that led him to humiliate himself to the position of deputy sheriff 
of the US in the Gulf War of 1990/91: 


“The realities of today and the prospects for the foreseeable future are obvious: the 
USSR and the United States are a natural part of the European international political 
structure.” 


To all those in the Strasbourg parliament who still harbored doubts as to whether 
Gorbachev would be able to hold on and carry his reforms to the end they hoped 
for, his words must have given them confidence: 


“Perestroika is changing our country, leading it to something new. This process will 
continue to progress, deepen and transform Soviet society in every respect: in the 
economy, in the social, political and intellectual spheres, in all internal affairs and in 
relations between people. 


We have chosen this path resolutely and irrevocably.” 


The “irrevocable” was certainly particularly popular in Strasbourg. And they will 
realize today: Gorbachev didn't promise them too much! 


VI. The sixth bowl of the onion: rejection of the October Revolution in the 
guise of a confession to it 


On November 26, 1989, a two-page article by Gorbachev appeared in Pravda with 
the telling headline: “The Socialist Idea and Revolutionary Transformation.” (ND 


dated November 28, 1989) 


312 


Machine Translated by Google 


Kurt Gossweiler: How could this happen? part 1 


It is significant because there was no longer any talk of “socialism” but only of the 
“socialist idea” - a distinguishing mark for revisionists and revisionism: their 
deepest conviction is that socialism is basically “not feasible”, but that the talk 
about the “socialist idea”, the “socialist vision” should not stop. 


This Gorbachev article is really a “manifesto of revisionism’. It would be worthwhile 
to prove this in many passages. 

Fortunately, this is not necessary, because in this “Revisionist Manifesto” there is 
a passage that contains the revisionism of the whole in nuce, so that it is enough 
to quote this passage to know whose brain child the author is. 


In this passage, Gorbachev says that for him the bourgeois-democratic republic is 
the desirable goal of social organization and not socialism. 


But of course the General Secretary of the CPSU could not put this counter- 
revolutionary confession on paper “purely”, unashamedly. It must have taken him 
- and probably some of his advisors as well - some time and mental acrobatics 
before they came up with the brilliant idea of wrapping the rejection of socialism in 
the form of a commitment to the October Revolution ; In other words, ina 
formulation that one could be fairly certain would be correctly understood by one's 
“own” people, but would be misunderstood by others in good faith in the desired 
sense . This formulation went like this: 


“The further we penetrate into the nature of our own history, the more obvious it 
becomes today that the October Revolution was not a mistake, because the real 
alternative to it was not a bourgeois-democratic republic, as some people are 
trying to convince us today, but an anarchic coup and a bloody military dictatorship, 
the establishment of a reactionary, anti-people regime.” 


Anyone who can read and has mastered the simplest rules of logic cannot deny 
that this text says: “The October Revolution would have been a mistake if there 
had been a real alternative: a bourgeois-democratic republic.” 


But since Gorbachev knows just as well and better than any “simple” communist 
that the October Revolution was carried out against an existing bourgeois- 
democratic government, namely the Russian Ebert/Scheidemanns, Kerensky and 
Co. (the Kornilov putsch had already failed) ; The fact that Lenin, in contrast to 
him, Gorbachev, saw in bourgeois democracy the dictatorship of the bourgeoisie 
that had to be overthrown in order to establish the dictatorship of the proletariat, 
his formulation really means: “Since the October Revolution was carried out 
against a bourgeois-democratic government it was a mistake.” 
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Whoever thinks like that, for whom bourgeois democracy is higher than the 
socialist revolution - and no one can ignore the fact that this is exactly the core of 
the paragraph quoted! — nothing else can be expected from him other than that, 
when power is handed over to him, he will use it to correct the “mistake” and 
initiate perestroika, a transformation of the existing anti-capitalist order into a 
bourgeois one. 


After a statement like the one quoted, there should be no doubt among learned 
Marxists that 


- that Gorbachev, the general secretary of the CPSU, is not a communist, but a 
bourgeois liberal, at best a social democrat; 


- that a party with such a man at its head has ceased to be a communist party, a 
party of Lenin; 


- that a country whose head of state is an anti-communist and asserts power 
against the communists in the country is no longer a socialist country, but a 
land on the path of capitalist restoration; 


- that no one need be surprised that this man enjoyed the sympathy and gratitude 


of the chiefs of imperialism and that they allowed him to demonstrate warm first- 
name friendships. 


VII. Almost at the onion core: satisfaction at achieving the goal and a well-deserved 
reward 


In October 1990, the Nobel Prize Committee decided to award the Nobel Peace 
Prize to Michael Gorbachev. There was also another candidate on the nomination 
list: Nelson Mandela. 


The committee remained true to its tradition of awarding the Nobel Peace Prize 
primarily to personalities who have made contributions to the fight against 
socialism; to name just two of the last: Sakharov and Walesa. 


The committee correctly justified its decision by saying that Gorbachev had made 
“many and decisive contributions to the upheaval in Eastern Europe”. The 
chairman of the committee also made another aspect of the award clear: this 
award was intended to consolidate Gorbachev's already very fragile authority in 
his own country: “We hope,” said Giske Andersen, the chairman, “that the prize 
will strengthen his ability to act to help create a new world order.” 
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Maybe he really did. In any case, Gorbachev played a major role in creating the 
“new world order” during the Gulf War. 


Gorbachev was not allowed to attend the award ceremony in person. 
So he sent his message of thanks in writing. In it he stated with satisfaction that the 


year 1990 marked “the end of the unnatural division of Europe”. 


Again: no real communist ever considered the existence of socialist states in Europe 
alongside capitalist ones as “unnatural”, just as no democrats in the 18th and 19th 
centuries viewed the existence of bourgeois states alongside feudal states in Europe 
as “unnatural”. Conversely, the emergence of socialist states was the natural result 
of the development of capitalism, just as capitalism was the natural result of the 
development of commodity production under feudalism. 


But: Gorbachev's satisfaction at the end of the division of Europe through the 
disappearance of socialism is - as is clear from everything quoted above - not a 
sudden change of heart, but simply the “natural” joy of a man who has worked 
towards this result with all his might now sees himself at the end of his efforts. 


And so it is not a “slip” or a “completely new Gorbachev”, but exactly who he was in 
1985 when he announced to journalists on December 12, 1991 , on the day of the 
dissolution of the USSR by denouncing the Union Treaty of 1922 : “The main thing 
in my life has come true. 

I did everything | could.” 


You won't be able to argue with him! He was more successful in destroying socialism 
than any open enemy of socialism, from Churchill to Hitler. 


But — we're not at the core of the onion yet! Only the “Spiegel” freed it from its final 
covering and exposed it. 


VIII. “So that’s the core of the onion: a social democrat!” 


Anyone who has not yet overcome their “Gorbimania” as a communist or socialist 


should be prescribed the Spiegel interview (Spiegel dated January 18, 1993) as 
therapy. 


Here are just a few of the most meaningful excerpts. First, a very important 
admission: “Whatever is happening today” (in the former Soviet Union) “is connected 
to what I started in 1985. The Gorbachev era is not over, it is just beginning.” 


315 


Machine Translated by Google 


Kurt Gossweiler: How could this happen? part 1 


So: He's not a beaten man, he's not a stranded man, he's now reached the conditions in 
which his era can really begin! 


“Spiegel: For some it was too slow, for others it was all too radical. 


Gorbachev: And Gorbachev had to steer the ship of perestroika through the cliffs. You 
couldn't announce things that the people weren't ready for yet. ... One had to show patience 
until the party bureaucracy was so disempowered that it could no longer turn the wheel of 
history back (1). 


Spiegel: Michael Sergejewitsch, you are no longer a communist? 


Gorbachev: If you take my statements, then it will be clear to you that my political 
sympathies belong to social democracy and the idea of a welfare state in the style of the 
Federal Republic of Germany." 


What is proven here with this chronicle from 1985 onwards - Gorbachev confirms it in 
“Spiegel”: The view of the people who believe that Gorbachev wanted to improve socialism, 
but did not have the right or no concept at all, is completely wrong. He had a concept and 
he consistently and successfully pursued and realized it; only it was not a concept of 
socialist construction, but of the dismantling of socialism. 


However, he could only succeed in this because, thanks to Khrushchev's preparatory work, 
the communist movement in the Soviet Union and internationally was already so deep in 
the mire of revisionism and was already so ideologically disarmed and de-Leninized that 
only a few people could still read from Gorbachev's statements that what counter-revolution 
they contained. Why it could come to this — 

This is the most important question, but a new question. But this can only be answered 
correctly by those who have been cured of “Gorbimania’. 


IX. The innermost part of the core: A willing helper (HiWi) from the West 


M. Gorbachev gave an interesting and - although published in the magazines "Pravda 
Rossii" from Russia, "Usvit" from the Slovak Republic (No. 24/1999) - in Ankara in the fall 
of 1999 at the Technical University of the Middle East (ODTÜ). “Dialogue” from the Czech 
Republic (No. 146, October 1999), “UZ” from the DKP (8 September 2000) and “The Red 
Flag” from the KPD - speeches that perhaps have not received enough attention: 


“My goal in life was to destroy communism, which is an intolerable dictatorship over the 
people. My wife, who had this opinion earlier than me, supported and encouraged me in 
this attitude. | was able to do the most to achieve this in the highest positions. That's why 
my wife Raissa recommended that | look around 
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to strive for ever higher functions. Once | got to know the West personally, my 
decision was irreversible. | had to remove the entire leadership of the CPSU and 
the USSR. | also had to eliminate the leadership in all socialist states. My ideal 
was the path of the social democratic parties. The planned economy tied up the 
people's abilities in such a way that they could not develop. Only the market can 
lead to their development. | found employees for the same goals. It was above all 
Yakovlev and Shevardnadze who made enormous contributions to the defeat of 
communism. 


A world without communists will be better. After the year 2000 comes the time of 
peace and prosperity of humanity. However, there is a great burden here that will 
slow down the path to peace and prosperity of the people. This is communism in 
China. | was in Beijing at the time of the student unrest in 1989, when it already 
seemed that communism was collapsing in China. | wanted to speak to the 
demonstrators in Tiananmen Square and tell them to hold on, that we sympathize 
with them and that there must be perestroika in China too. The Chinese leadership 
didn't want that. This was immeasurable damage. If communism had fallen in 
China, the world would have continued on the path to peace and justice. 


l had the desire to preserve the USSR within the existing borders, but with a 
different name, as a democratic state. | didn't succeed. 

Yeltsin had a pathological desire for power. He had no idea of a democratic state. 
He dissolved the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, and this created confusion 
and all sorts of difficulties. Russia is not a world superpower without Ukraine, 
Kazakhstan and the Caucasian states. There will be constant chaos there. They 
are states without ideas. The ideas of Western states should prevail here — the 
market, democracy, human rights. 


When Yeltsin dissolved the USSR and | left the Kremlin, hundreds of journalists 
said that | would cry. But | didn't cry because the main goal of my life, that is, the 
destruction of communism in Europe, had been achieved. But communism must 
also be crushed in Asia, because it is slowing down humanity's path to the ideals 
of freedom throughout the world. 

The collapse of the Soviet Union is not beneficial for the USA either. They have no 
partner in the world and this could only be a unified democratic SSSR. 

That's why I considered renaming the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics (SSSR) 
to the Union of Free Sovereign Republics, also with the abbreviation SSSR (Soyuz 
Svobodnych Suverennich Republic). That didn't work. The United States without a 
partner can be seduced into the vision of being alone 
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to become a world power. The small states in Europe and the world try to give the 
USA the greatest thanks. That's wrong. Only by partnering with a democratic 
SSSR without communism could one free oneself from the idea of a world 
superpower. Humanity's path to true freedom will take longer, but it will be 
successful. The whole world must free itself from communism.” (Source: “Dialog”, 
Prague, No. 146, October 1999, translation: H.-J. Falkenhagen for publication in 
“Die Rote Fahne” of the KPD. Verbatim copying from there published Gorbachev 
speech). 


Source: offen-siv March-April 2006. First published as a special edition of the 
Kommunistische Arbeiterzeitung (KAZ) Munich, February 1993, then published in 
“offen-siv’, December 1994 and finally in the anthology by Kurt Gossweiler: 
“Against Revisionism” in Years 1997. The 

In the 2006 republication, Gorbachev's speech in Ankara from 1999, which did not 
yet exist at the time of first printing, was added as point IX of Kurt Gossweiler's 


article, as well as the introductory remarks to the republication. 


Anti-Stalinism is the main obstacle to 
Unity of all anti-imperialist forces and the communist 
movement 


It is not at all surprising to Marxists that the end of the Soviet Union and the 
European socialist states brought with it the return of war to Europe and the 
beginning of a general offensive by capital against the working class and the entire 
working people. 


This brutal capital offensive can only be repulsed by the joint, unified defense of 
all those affected. For this reason alone, the restoration of a unified communist 
movement is urgently needed, not to mention the task of ending the rule of 
imperialism. 


Unfortunately, however, the communist movement is still far from being a unified 
movement. 


At least it seems to me that these are the main obstacles to producing the 
Unity of the communists fewer disagreements about the 
Present-day tasks, as opposing views on the assessment of the 
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Character and policies of the socialist countries, especially the Soviet Union, in 
the past. 


Some are convinced that the Soviet Union and the other socialist countries in 
Europe - with the exception of Albania - have not been socialist countries at all 
since the 20th Party Congress, but rather state-capitalist countries, and they 
consider anyone with whom there can be no common ground to be a revisionist 
does not fully share this point of view. 


Others see - as they have been told with increasing intensity since the 20th Party 
Congress and since Gorbachev - Stalin as the destroyer of socialism, which is 
why they declare that there can be no common ground with "Stalinists". 


This is the position taken by most of the organizations that were formed from the 
rubble after the collapse of the communist parties, not only those that now openly 
profess themselves to be social democratic parties, but also the majority of those 


that see themselves as communist parties. and also the PDS maneuvering 
between these two. 


Indeed, anti-Stalinism is today the greatest obstacle to the unification of all 


communists, just as it was yesterday the main factor in the destruction of the 
communist parties and socialist states. 


For this claim | would like to cite only two key witnesses who are above all 
suspicion of being "Stalinists". The first is former US Secretary of State John 
Foster Dulles, the second is none other than Gorbachev. Dulles made an extremely 
hopeful statement after the 20th Congress of the CPSU: "The anti-Stalin campaign 
and its liberalization program have triggered a chain reaction that cannot be 
stopped in the long term." (From: Archive of the Present from July 11, 1956) 
Gorbachev aptly characterized anti-Stalinism - and thus involuntarily also the main 
content of his own work, when he gave an interview for the FKP newspaper 
"l'Humanite"” on July 4th In February 1986, when asked about "Stalinism" in the 
Soviet Union, he said: "Stalinism is a term invented by the opponents of 
communism and widely used to denigrate the Soviet Union and socialism as a 
whole." So no one can say that Gorbachev didn't know what he was doing with his 
anti-Stalin campaign! 


By far the most effective element of anti-Stalinism is the portrayal of Stalin as a 
power-hungry despot, a bloodthirsty murderer of millions of innocents. 


A lot could be said about this. Here are just the following comments: 
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First: One may deeply regret this, but it is a fact that no oppressed class has ever 
thrown off the yoke of the oppressor class without its revolutionary struggle for 
liberation and the defense of counter-revolutionary attempts at restoration also 
costing the lives of many innocent people. 


Second: The counter-revolution has still used this fact to brand the revolutionaries 
as despicable criminals, murderers and blood-drinkers in the eyes of the masses: 
Thomas Munzer, Cromwell, Robespierre, Lenin, Liebknecht, Luxemburg... Stalin. 


Third: Only blind bias can overlook or deny the causal connection between the 
rise to power of German fascism and its rearmament and encouragement to 
expand eastwards, which was favorably supported by the Western victorious 
powers, and the Moscow trials and the repressive measures against foreigners, 
the foreign emigrants included, there existed, but Berthold Brecht clearly saw this 
connection when he formulated: "The trials are an act of preparation for war." To 
put it even more precisely: they were a response to the fascist-imperialist 
preparations for the attack on the Soviet Union. 


Without the certainty of a fascist attack on the Soviet Union sooner or later - no 
Moscow trials and no draconian "purges" to prevent a 5th column in the country. 


Fourth: Only the politically blind or very naive were unaware that the Khrushchevs 
and Gorbachevs were not motivated by feelings of disgust at injustice and 
inhumanity in their accusations against Stalin; If that had been the case, then they 
would have had to attack imperialism and its exponents with at least the same 
unforgiveness that they displayed towards Stalin. But the opposite was the case: 
the most striking feature of their policy was the promotion of trust in imperialism, 
despite its bloody crimes against humanity! 


Fifth: In stark contrast to this attitude is the fact that even the diplomatic 
representative of the main imperialist power, the US ambassador Joseph A. 
Davies, gave Stalin a positive assessment, but that this and other positive 
statements in the same direction of contemporary witnesses about the Soviet 
Union have been suppressed in the Soviet Union since the 20th Party Congress. 


Therefore, firstly, a few comments on the Moscow trials. 


First, excerpts from JE Davies's book "As USA Ambassador in Moscow", published 
in Zurich in 1943. Authentic and confidential reports about the 
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Soviet Union until October 1941". Davies - like all diplomats who wished to do so 
- followed the Moscow trials as an eye and ear witness (he was a lawyer by 
profession). 


He cabled his impression of the trial of Bukharin and others to Washington on 
March 17, 1938. The dispatch has the following wording (excerpt): "Despite 
prejudice... after daily observation of the witnesses and their way of testifying, 
based on the unconscious confirmation that arose... | came to the conclusion that, 
As far as the political defendants are concerned, a sufficient number of the 
offenses against the Soviet laws listed in the indictment have been proven and put 
beyond reasonable doubt to justify the finding of guilt of treason and the imposition 
of the penalties prescribed by the Soviet criminal law. The opinion of those 
diplomats "The general opinion of those who attended the negotiations most 
regularly was that the trial had exposed the fact of a fierce political opposition and 
of its most serious plot, which explained to diplomats many hitherto 
incomprehensible events of the past six months in the Soviet Union.” (p.209) 


Davies had (already) followed the trial against Radek and others in 1937 and confessed 
about it to the US Secretary of State on February 17, 1937. In this report he wrote, among 


other things: (p.33) 


"Objective consideration... led me, however, to reluctantly conclude that the State 
had indeed proved its case, (at least insofar as the existence of a vast conspiracy 
and secret scheming against the Soviet government among the political leaders 
was beyond question, and According to the existing laws, the criminals alleged in 
the indictment were committed and are punishable). secret political plan and a 
conspiracy to eliminate the government." (p.35) 


In adiary on March 11, 1937, Davies recorded the following telling episode: 
"Another diplomat made a very telling remark to me yesterday. We were talking 
about the trial and he said that the defendants were undoubtedly guilty; all of us 
who were present at the proceedings , let's agree on this. The outside world, on 
the other hand, according to the trial reports, seemed to think that the trial was 
just a show (he called it a fagade); although he knew that this was not the case, it 
would probably be (just as) good if the outside world accepts this." (p.86) 
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Davies also reported on the many arrests and spoke about the "purges" to Foreign 
Minister Litvinov on July 4, 1937. He reported on Litvinov's statements: "Litvinov ... 
explained that through this purge one had to gain the certainty that there was no 
longer any treachery with the possibility of cooperation with Berlin or Tokyo. One 
day the world would understand that what had happened was necessary was to 
protect their government from the 'imminent betrayal.’ Yes, in reality they were 
doing a service to the whole world, because by protecting themselves from the 
threat of world domination by the Nazis and Hitler, the Soviet Union would form a 
strong bulwark against the Nazis Threat. The day would come when the world 
would realize what an outstandingly great man Stalin was." (p.128) 


Davies' description of his conversation with Stalin in a letter to his daughter dated 
June 9, 1938 is also revealing. He was greatly impressed by Stalin's personality, 
writing: "If you can imagine a personality that is the complete opposite in every 
way of what the most rabid opponent of Stalin could come up with, then you have 
a picture of this man. The conditions that | know prevail here and these 
personalities are as far apart as two poles. The explanation, of course, lies in that 
people are willing to do for their religion or for a "cause" what they would never do 
without it.” (p.276) 


Davies summarized his insights in 1941, after the fascist attack on the Soviet 
Union, with the words that the treason trials had "put an end to Hitler's fifth column 
in Russia.” (p.209) 


The trial of Zinoviev and others had already taken place in 1936. The well-known 
British Crown Attorney DN Pritt had the opportunity to observe him. He reported 
on his impressions in his memoir "From Right to Left", published in London in 1965: 


"My impression was ... that the trial was generally conducted fairly and the 
defendants were guilty... The impression of all the journalists | spoke to was also 
that the trial was fair and the defendants were guilty; and certainly "Every foreign 
observer, of which there were quite a few, mostly diplomats, thought the same 
thing. ... | heard one of them say: Of course they are guilty. But we have to deny it 
for propaganda reasons.” (p. 110/11) 


It follows, therefore, that according to the expert judgment of such bourgeois 
Legal experts such as Davies and Pritt, the defendants in the Moscow trials 
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They were rightly convicted in 1936, 1937 and 1938 because the crimes they 
were accused of were proven. 


In this context, it should also be recalled once again what Bert Brecht thought 
about these disturbing processes at the time; he wrote e.g. B. about the defendant's 
conception: 


"The wrong conception has led them deep into isolation and deep into common 
crime. All the rubbish from home and abroad, all parasitism, professional 
criminality, informing, has nested in them: they had the same goals with all this 
rabble. | am convinced that this is the truth, and | am convinced that this truth 

must sound quite likely, even in Western Europe, to hostile readers... The politician 
who can only gain power through defeat is in favor of defeat Who wants to be a 
‘savior’ creates a situation in which he can save, i.e. a bad situation.... Trotsky 
initially saw the collapse of the workers' state in a war as a danger, but then it 
increasingly became the prerequisite for practical action for him. When the war 
comes, the 'rushed' construction will collapse, the apparatus will isolate itself from 
the masses, the Ukraine, Eastern Siberia and so on will have to be ceded 
externally, concessions will be made internally, a return to capitalist forms, the 
kulaks need to strengthen or become stronger; but all of this is at the same time 
the prerequisite for new action, for Trotsky's return. The exposed anti-Stalinist 
centers do not have the moral strength to appeal to the proletariat, not so much 
because these people are cowards, but because they really have no organizational 
base among the masses, cannot offer anything, and have no tasks for the country's 
productive forces. They confess. They can be trusted to confess too much as well 
as too little." (From: Berthold Brecht, Writings on Politics and Society, Vol. |, 
1919-1941, Aufoau-Verlag Berlin and Weimar, 1968, p.172 f. ) 


If we assume that Davies and Pritt (and Brecht) were right in their assessment of 
the Moscow trials, then the question inevitably arises: did those who - like 
Khrushchev and Gorbachev - subsequently declare those convicted in the trials to 
be innocent victims, Isn't this perhaps because they sympathized with them or 
were even their secret accomplices, and because they wanted to bring their failed 
cause to an end? 


And if we then take a closer look at them - (the Khrushchev and 

Gorbachev and their ilk) - political activity must realize that the confessions of the 
defendants in the Moscow trials are about their intentions and 

Goals and the methods used to achieve them, such as the script 
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Reading their work - Khrushchev and especially Gorbachev - suggests a double 
conclusion: 


On the one hand, that the Moscow Trials can serve as a key for illuminating and 
decoding what has led the Soviet Union, the other socialist countries and the 
communist movement down the slippery slope since the 20th Party Congress of 
the CPSU; and on the other hand, that the work of Khrushchev and Gorbachev 
and their results allow the conclusion that the Moscow trials were not stagings of 
show trials, but that plots of the same kind were uncovered and thwarted in these 
trials They could finally be led by Gorbachev to the end that had already been 
planned at the time, because no Moscow trial could stop him. 


If the portrayal of Stalin as a bloodthirsty despot and "his" regime as that of a hell 
on earth served to paralyze resistance to the Khrushchev-Gorbachev counter- 
revolution, the portrayal of Stalin as a falsifier of Lenin's principles aims at 
theoretical and ideological disarmament the communist movement and all 
socialists. Most of this kind of ammunition comes from the arsenal of Trotskyism. 


| would like to give just a few examples of this. 
1. The question of the victory of socialism in a country 


The counter-revolution in the European socialist countries and especially in the 
Soviet Union is used as "proof" of the correctness of the Trotskyist thesis of the 
impossibility of building socialism in one country, although it is usually left out that 
it was Lenin who founded it in 1915 wrote down for the first time the thesis of - the 
possibility of socialism in one country. As is well known, Lenin stated in an article 
"The United States of Europe” (Works, Vol. 21, p. 345): "The unevenness of 
economic and political development is an unconditional law of capitalism. From 
this it follows that the victory of socialism initially possible in a few countries or 
even in a single country." Trotsky, who had been one of Lenin's fiercest opponents 
for years, immediately objected by stating that it was hopeless to believe "that a 
revolutionary Russia, for example, could assert itself against a conservative 
Europe." (Trotsky, Writings, Vol. Ill, Part 1, p. 89 f, quoted from Stalin, Works, Vol. 
8, p. 227 f) 


Stalin, who, according to today's Trotskyists, was supposedly the inventor of the 
thesis about the possibility of building socialism in one country, actually defended 
this Leninian thesis against Trotsky: "What does the possibility of... 
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Victory of socialism in one country? This means the possibility of overcoming the 
contradictions between the proletariat and the peasantry with the internal forces of 
our country, the possibility that the proletariat can seize power and use this power to 
establish the perfect socialist society in our country, based on the sympathies and 
the Support for the proletarians of other countries, but without a previous victory of 
the proletarian revolution in other countries. 


What does the impossibility of the full, final victory of socialism in one country without 
the victory of the revolution in other countries mean? This means the impossibility of 
a complete guarantee against intervention and, consequently, against the restoration 
of the bourgeois order if the revolution has not won at least in a number of countries." 
(Stalin, Works, Vol. 8, p. 58) 


But Stalin not only defended Lenin's thesis, under his leadership the CPSU provided 
proof of the correctness of Lenin's thesis through socialist construction and the 
assertion of Soviet power against the fascist aggressors. Trotsky, on the other hand, 
has been proven wrong by history as often as he predicted the collapse of Soviet 
power, and this happened several times almost every year. One of his last such 
predictions, published on July 23, 1939, (Leo Trotski, La lutte antibureaucratique en 
URSS, Paris, 1976, p. 257, quoted from: Ludo Martens, Un autre regard sur Staline, 
Version nondefinitive, Bruxelles 1993, P. 133.) was: "The political regime will not 
survive a war." ... 


Wish was clearly the father of this prophecy! (This was so clear from all of Trotsky's 
statements from those years that the German bourgeois writer Lion Feuchtwanger 
drew the conclusion: (Moscow 1937. A travel report for my friends, first published in 
1937 by Querido-Verlag, Mexico; new edition in the making paperback publishing 
house Berlin 1993, p.89): "So what was Trotsky's main goal during all the years of 
exile? What must still be Trotsky's main goal today? Get back into the country, come 
back to power at any price." Even at the price of cooperation with the fascists: "If 
Alcibiades went to the Persians, why not Trotsky to the fascists?” (Feuchtwanger 
was also an eye and ear witness to one of the Moscow trials, the second, against 
Radek, Pyatakov and others, January 1937). 


2. Stalin and the NEP 


One of Gorbachev's accusations against Stalin was the allegation that Lenin's final 
work had begun with the elaboration of the "New Economic 
Politics' a new way to build the new socialist society 
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rejected, but which Stalin left. This accusation has been taken up by anti-Stalinists 
of all stripes, claiming that Stalin replaced Lenin's conception of the NEP with a 
"state monopolistic course" and thereby ruined socialism. 


For Lenin, the essence of the New Economic Policy was to underpin the political 
union of the working class and its state with the broader peasantry through 
economic union with the peasant economy. "If we defeat capitalism and establish 
unity with the peasant economy, then we will be an absolutely invincible force," he 
said at the XI. 1922 party conference of the KPR(B). (Lenin, Works, Vol. 33, p. 
272) 


This is exactly how Stalin understood the NEP and continued it after Lenin's death: 


"The NEP is the policy of the proletarian dictatorship, which is aimed at overcoming 
the capitalist elements and building the socialist economy by exploiting the market, 
through the market, but not through direct exchange of products without a market, 
to the exclusion of the market. Capitalist countries can , at least the most developed 
of them, in the transition from capitalism to socialism without the NEP? | think they 
cannot do that. To one degree or another, the New Economic Policy with its 

market relations is for every capitalist country in the period of the dictatorship of 

the proletariat absolutely indispensable. There are comrades among us who deny 
this thesis. 

But what does it mean to deny this thesis? This means, firstly, to assume that 
immediately after the proletariat came to power, we would already have 100% 
completed distribution and supply apparatuses that mediate exchange between 
town and country, between industry and small products, which would make it 
possible to immediately exchange products directly without a market, without a 
turnover of goods , without creating a monetary economy. One need only ask this 
question to understand how absurd such an assumption would be. 


Secondly, this means assuming that the proletarian revolution, after the proletariat 
has seized power, will have to take the path of expropriating the middle and small 
bourgeoisie and take on the enormous burden of providing work and ensuring the 
livelihood of the artificially created millions of new unemployed people . One only 
needs to ask this question to understand how senseless and foolish such a policy 
is. of the proletarian dictatorship." (Stalin, Works, Vol. 11, p. 128 1) 


Why such a detailed quote about such a topical topic? 
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Firstly - because we are convinced that this topic - economic policy 
building socialism - is only temporarily off the agenda in Europe (and not at all 
elsewhere); 


secondly - because it is necessary to remember that there is a tremendous 

There is a wealth of theoretical knowledge and practical experience of successful 
socialist construction, which, however, was indexed as "Stalinism" by the revisionist 
successors of Lenin and Stalin so that it would be forgotten; 


Finally, thirdly, - because a pseudo-left doctrine is spreading among the anti-capitalist 
left, the best-known propagandist of which is Robert Kurz; According to him, the root 
of all evil is not capitalism, but commodity production; Socialism had to fall because it 
maintained commodity production instead of switching to direct exchange of products. 
In light of such teachings, the above quote is actually very timely! 


Why has revisionism succeeded in destroying the results of decades of socialist 
construction? Of course there are many reasons for this. In my opinion, a very 
important one is this: for a long time, revisionism always appeared as anti-revisionism, 
as a defense of Leninism against its alleged falsification by Stalin. 


Only when his work of destruction was almost complete did Gorbachev take off the 
mask of the communist and the Leninist and publicly confessed himself as a 
sympathizer of social democracy, i.e. as an anti-communist and anti-Leninist. 


From the very beginning, however, anti-Stalinism was essentially anti-Leninism, anti- 
Marxism, anti-communism. 


But even now, many even in the communist camp do not yet recognize this because 
they are still under the influence of the decades-long anti-Stalinist hate propaganda of 
the anti-communist general secretaries of the CPSU since the 20th century. 

Party congress who equated Stalin with Hitler - the same Stalin who - as Ernst 
Thalmann predicted - broke Hitler's neck! 


We must make it clear that the fight against anti-Stalinism is only superficially about 
the person of Stalin, but essentially about the question of the existence of the 
communist movement: do we - like Marx and Engels, Lenin and Stalin - remain firmly 
on the ground of the class struggle, or let's go - 

like the anti-Stalinists Khrushchev, Gorbachev and their ilk - on the ground of 
reconciliation with imperialism. This is the question on the answer to which the fate of 
the communist movement depends. And because 
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Since this question can only be answered correctly if it eliminates the revisionist poison in all 
its manifestations, it must also overcome anti-Stalinism in its ranks. 


Contribution to the international seminar of Communist and Workers' Parties in Brussels on 
May 1, 1994 


Source: KPD series of publications, No. 15 


And already they begin to sing about their betrayal - 
an inventory from December 15, 1991 


In the “WeiBenseer Blatten”, issue 4/1991, | ventured the following prophecy: “It can be 
predicted with certainty that the role of the imperialist secret services, ... their not insignificant 
share in the undermining and 'marauding' of 'real socialism’ in the coming years In the years to 
come, increasing attention will be paid and breathtaking revelations will be read in a swelling 
flood of literature - if only for the one reason that human vanity will push many of those involved 
to do so after the 'Halali' has been blown, all over the world to demonstrate their role in killing 
the socialist bear.” 


While the fulfillment of the first half of this prediction will take some time to come, the fulfillment 
of the second half has already begun, albeit initially in a discreet manner. Three examples: 


Example 1: The former secretary of the Central Committee of the CPSU, Nikolai Portugalov[6], 
Germany expert and as such Gorbachev's intimate advisor in an interview 
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with the “Frankfurter Rundschau”: “If the people believe that things will be better for 
them under a different model of social, economic and social life — we were prepared 
in advance to accept that” (quoted in: “Neues Deutschland”, 13 11/1991) 


With the usual infamy of deceivers of the people, the blame for the downfall of 
socialism is placed on the people. But only people with short memories no longer 
remember that the Gorbachev gang won the people's trust by promising to renew 
socialism, to enforce the peaceful coexistence of socialism with imperialism, and not 
to capitulate to imperialism . But they lied and deceived the people - because they 
were "ready in advance" to "accept" the restoration of capitalism - or more correctly: 
perestroika had this restoration as its goal "in advance"! 


If you still have doubts about this, examples 2 and 3 may help you to understand this. 


Example 2: When Shevardnadze, also a close confidant of Gorbachev and one of the 
initiators of perestroika, was reappointed foreign minister of the Union (which already 
only existed as a phantom) in November 1991, he also commented on the accusation 
that Honecker had made in his Moscow exile in the famous interview against 
Shevardnadze (although anyone reasonably informed of course knew that he would 
also have had to mention the name Gorbachev if he did not want to leave out the main 
figure in the plot). And what did Shevardnadze say? This: 


“Shevardnadze described on Soviet television, alongside the ‘revolution’ in Soviet- 
American relations, the political transformation of Eastern Europe as one of the 
important initiatives of his first term in office. In this context, he said that Honecker's 
allegations that he was the main culprit in the annexation of the GDR by the Federal 
Republic of Germany only served to honor him. The unification was a legal process. 
(“New Germany”, November 21, 1991) 


So: 


1. The “political transformation of Eastern Europe” - the liquidation of the non-capitalist 
orders that existed there and the handover of power to the restorers of capitalism - 
that was his initiative! So it was intentional! 


2. For him it is legal that imperialist Germany swallows socialist Germany, and 


3. For him, the total surrender to US imperialism is a “revolution”, just like Gorbachev's 
“perestroika” for those involved in socialism 
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communists who are hanging on and see the October Revolution as irreversible 
progress in humanity and the majority of non-party people in the Soviet Union 
who, in 1985, were only striving for the improvement, not the liquidation, of 
socialism to make it acceptable, passed it off as a “revolution” that was equivalent 
to the October Revolution. 


The Gorbachev gang also proves to be the stooges of imperialism in that they 
have fully adopted its practice of presenting the counter-revolution as a “revolution”. 


Example 3: Now the boss of the gang himself has his say, now that he has 
already become worn out and superfluous, even annoying, he reminds the 
ungrateful world that after all, all of this is none other than his own work. The 
great orator, who so often brought his listeners to his side, has now even decided 
not to appear before Parliament, as he had announced, and has contented 
himself with making a statement to journalists. He said to them: “The main thing 
in my life has come true. | did everything | could.' Others, he continued, would 
have left long ago in his place. 

But he succeeded, although not without mistakes, in smuggling the main idea of 
perestroika.” (“Neues Deutschland”, December 13, 1991 


So: the “main ideas of perestroika” have become reality! Now finally we, who 
have said it before, know from his mouth: the main ideas of perestroika were not 
what he used to say - hypocritical, demagogic, unscrupulously lying - but what 
the ex-Soviet Union represents today: a Country that will, for a long time, 
irreversibly follow the path of the restoration of capitalism with endless suffering 
for the majority of the population - suffering that far exceeds anything that the 
Gorbachev gang continuously showed us as unsurpassable suffering: everyone 
The gang brought the scourges of the old, tsarist Russia to the former Soviet 
country: Black Hundreds, bestial nationalism, anti-Semitism, economic collapse 
and colonization of the country through the “help” of the major imperialist powers, 
above all imperialist Germany, which the gang helped to achieve to subsequently 
win the Second World War. 


And they are not ashamed to boast about it! Why? Because what is interesting to 
them is not what the people think of them, but rather the imperialist victors who 
they helped to achieve this undeserved victory! They now expect thanks and 
recognition from them. 


It cannot be thick and clear enough so that all those who find it difficult to finally 
recognize the bitter truth and admit that they have it 
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who have made the wrong people their hope, can finally regain a clear view of the 
realities and the causes of the defeat of socialism. 


Source: offensive March-April 2006 
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Contributions to history 


On the strategy and tactics of the SPD and KPD in the Weimar 
Republic; 


Background of June 17, 1953; 


Secret mission of the BRD Vice-Chancellor to the GDR Vice-Chancellor 
Minister of Defense 1955 and 1956; 


Hungary 1956 — background and context; 
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Some data on the role of Tito Yugoslavia between West and 
East — a documentary; 


Khrushchev and the Cuban Missile Crisis; 
Comrade Domeniko Losurdo's escape from history; 


Kurt Gossweiler/Dieter Itzerott: The development of the SED. 


Volume 3: 


letters 


Wendebriefe - letters against the so-called “turnaround”. 
counter-revolution; 


Letter to Robert Steigerwald, including previous and subsequent 
correspondence between Kurt Gossweiler and Robert Steigerwald. 


Talk 


Speech on the occasion of the 67th anniversary of the last, illegal meeting of the 
Central Committee of the KPD on February 7, 1933 in Ziegenhals near Berlin; 


Kurt Gossweiler's final words at the celebration of his 90th birthday. 
Birthday on November 17, 2007. 


Criticisms and Replies 
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Some notes on Vera Butler's “negemonism’; 
On the defeat analysis — reply to Fred Muller; 
Reply to a Friend (Rolf Vellay); 


The “Anti-Germans’” — angry defenders of the worst reactionaries 
in the world. 


Analyzes of the DKP 
Analysis of the DKP program from 2006; 


Quo vadis DKP? 
Obituaries 


Farewell to Rolf Vellay 


In memory of Hanfried Miller 


Thoughts on the 50th anniversary of the death of JV Stalin 


“Nature and humanity would not survive another 
100 years of imperialist rule. 


It is in this 21st century that humanity must choose between socialism 
or extinction. 


If humanity does not want to commit suicide, and 
because it certainly does not want to commit it, the 
21st century must and will complete what was begun in 
the 20th century - 


the fall of the profit economy, 
the establishment of the USSR, 
the Union of the World Socialist Republic!” 


Kurt Gossweiler, from his “Thoughts at the Turn of the Century” 


333 


Machine Translated by Google 


Kurt Gossweiler: How could this happen? part 1 


ISBN for this volume: 978-3-9818899-1-8 
ISBN for the three-volume series: 978-3-9818899-0-1 


€16.00 


334 


